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Since their inception, email systems have been widely used at the workplace. 
While email has been viewed as a means of increasing organizational coordination and 
responsiveness, the use of electronic communication does have a dark side to it. The lack 
of contextual and social cues in emails may allow users to be less constrained in their 
communication.  As well, the impersonal nature of emails may lead users to violate the 
courtesies required in social interactions, thus giving rise to cyber incivility.  
 
This research examined cyber uncivil behaviors at the workplace using a two-study 
approach. In Study 1, we generated a pool of items so as to facilitate the development of a 
measure to assess cyber incivility. As well, Study 1 explored the possibility that different 
negative emotions may have differential predictive efficacies. We did this by examining 
the impact of anger and frustration on individual responses to cyber incivility. The 
responses examined included forgiveness, avoidance, direct revenge and indirect revenge. 
Results from Study 1 provided strong support for our theorizing that different negative 
emotions may affect the way individuals respond towards their perpetrator in the aftermath 
of a cyber transgression.  
 
Study 2 was then conducted as a follow-up study. Drawing from the research 
streams on workplace incivility, interactional justice, emotions and relational demography, 
Study 2 developed and tested a full structural model that examined the processes through 
which individuals respond to cyber incivility. Specifically, our research model first 
hypothesized that active and passive cyber incivility will trigger perceptions of 
interactional injustice. In particular, we predicted that active cyber incivility will be more 
 vii 
strongly associated with interactional injustice than passive cyber incivility. In turn, 
perceived interactional injustice was posited to trigger negative emotions i.e., anger and 
frustration. Subsequently, it was hypothesized that anger and frustration will elicit 
different types of individual responses. Last, we examined the impact of gender 
dissimilarity between perpetrators and targets as a moderator between negative emotions 
and individual responses.  
 
Data were collected via questionnaire surveys in both studies. Study 1 respondents 
consisted of undergraduate students from a large state university, while Study 2 
respondents comprised business executives and professionals in several organizations 
from a number of different industries. Hierarchical regression analyses were used to 
analyze the hypotheses put forth in Study 1. In Study 2, structural equation modeling 
(SEM) was used to assess the fit of our research model. Taken together, results of this 
research provided compelling evidence for utilizing the affective events framework as a 
theoretical perspective in explaining why and how individuals may respond towards the 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 BACKGROUND OF STUDY 
The advent of the Internet over a decade ago has changed the way we communicate 
and interact at the workplace. More specifically, electronic communication systems have been 
credited with diminishing temporal and physical interactional constraints (Sproull & Kiesler, 
1991), and increasing horizontal and vertical communication in organizations (Hinds & 
Kiesler, 1995). As well, the ease, speed and efficiency of electronic systems have made it an 
increasingly popular medium of communication in organizations today (Kahai & Cooper, 
2003). In particular, studies suggest that emails are the most preferred and widely used form 
of electronic communication at the workplace as they facilitate organizational coordination 
and productivity (O’Sullivan & Flanagin, 2003).  
 
Although emails have reaped many benefits for individuals and organizations, using 
emails to communicate may also be a double-edged sword. Indeed, the increased reliance and 
dependency on email systems at work have opened up and provided new opportunities and 
avenues for individuals to engage in incivility at the workplace. Uncivil behaviors reflect 
rudeness, disregard and a lack of common courtesy towards others (Pearson & Porath, 2004). 
Although milder in intensity than physical violence and aggression, uncivil behaviors 
represent interpersonal mistreatment that violates norms for mutual respect (Andersson & 
Pearson, 1999). Recently, Pearson and Porath (2005: p. 7) noted that the complexity of       
fast-paced, high tech interactions facilitated by emails may feed incivility as people “believe 
that they don’t have time to be ‘nice’ and that impersonal modes of contact do not require 
courtesies of interaction”. Despite the pervasiveness of email usage at the workplace and its 
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potential erosive impact on workplace interpersonal norms of interaction, not much research 
has been devoted to examining uncivil email encounters or cyber incivility at the workplace. 
 
In this study, we define cyber incivility as communicative behaviors that are exhibited 
in the context of computer-mediated interactions and that violate workplace norms for mutual 
respect. As well, consistent with the definition used in previous incivility research             
(e.g., Cortina, Magley, Williams & Langhout, 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005), there may or 
may not be an intention on the part of the perpetrator of the cyber rudeness to cause harm. 
Although the intent to harm may be ambiguous, the spillover effect of an uncivil interpersonal 
workplace encounter on others as well as the organization should not be underestimated.  
 
Andersson and Pearson (1999) found that nearly 94 percent of the targets they 
examined described their incivility encounters to someone else at the workplace or outside of 
work. As well, employees who perceived themselves to be victims of workplace incivility 
reportedly decreased work efforts, stopped offering assistance to newcomers and coworkers, 
and reduced their contributions to the organization (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001). Productivity 
was also affected as victims lost work time worrying about the incident that occurred, and/or 
about potential future interactions with the perpetrator (Pearson & Porath, 2005). These 
findings suggest that perceptions of employees at the receiving end of workplace incivility 
encounters play an important role in influencing how victims evaluate and respond towards 
the incident.  
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Salin (2003) explained that regardless of the intention of the perpetrator, the victim’s 
subjective perceptions of the behaviors constitute an important element in any assessment of 
workplace incivility. Recently, Penney & Spector (2005) also suggested that workplace 
incivility is largely concerned with the victim’s perspective and reactions. Indeed, extant 
studies focusing on interpersonal mistreatment largely examined the target’s own perceptions, 
rather than the intentions of the perpetrator, and found that the victim’s perception of the 
“uncivil behaviors”, bullying or mistreatment were strongly associated with outcomes such as 
reduced productivity, commitment and absenteeism (e.g., Einarsen, 2000; Zellars, Tepper & 
Duffy, 2002). In accord with previous studies therefore, this research focuses on the 
individuals’ perception of their perpetrator’s cyber behaviors and its impact on justice, 
emotions and their responses.  
 
Although subtle, cyber incivility is not a trivial issue. Anecdotal evidence and 
practitioner reports suggest that uncivil email encounters are prevalent in organizations 
(Richardson, 2003; Sun, 2005).  For instance, 50% of employees have reportedly experienced 
cyber incivility at the workplace and a further 25% said they knew of coworkers who 
regularly receive uncivil emails (Novell, 1997). Another more recent poll noted that 45% of 
employees have reported an upward trend in occurrences of cyber incivility at the workplace 
(Evans, 2003). Dyer, Green, Pitts & Millward (1995) also found that incivility via emails is 
four times more prevalent than through face-to-face communication at the workplace.  
 
While experiences of cyber incivility affect individuals directly, it is notable that cyber 
incivility can be detrimental to the organization as well. Victims of cyber incivility have 
reported decreased job satisfaction and increased turnover intentions (Baruch, 2005). As well, 
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increased health costs have been estimated to have been incurred by organizations due to 
anxiety and stress-related illnesses experienced by victims of rude emails (Welch, 1997). This 
is consistent with recent reports suggesting that negative online interactions are likely to 
generate a stronger adverse effect on victims compared to traditional face-to-face or telephone 
encounters. This is because in negative online interactions especially via emails, individuals 
lack the opportunity to seek immediate clarification or obtain dynamic feedback since the 
recipients may be separated from the senders physically, geographically and possibly, 
temporally (Sipior and Ward, 1999).  
 
To the extent that cyber incivility is prevalent at the workplace, affects employees’ 
productivity and entails costs for the organizations, it is important to understand the impact of 
cyber incivility on employees so that effective organizational intervention programs and 
policies may be put in place to curb or limit its occurrence. This study presents an initial 
research effort to examine cyber incivility as perpetrated by persons of higher authority and 
its impact on individuals. In particular, we focused on higher status individuals as the 
perpetrators of cyber incivility, as previous research suggested that power plays a central role 
in incivility and perpetrators typically held positions of higher organizational status than their 
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1.2 OBJECTIVES & CONTRIBUTIONS OF STUDY 
Specifically, the objectives of this study are three-fold.  First, our study builds upon 
and extends previous theoretical efforts on workplace incivility by examining cyber uncivil 
behaviors at the workplace. To date, relatively little attention has been devoted to examining 
how the influx of technology affects the incidence of incivility at the workplace. This gap in 
current literature deserves scholarly attention due to the distinct and captivating nature of 
computer-mediated communications. Indeed, several organizational behavior scholars have 
noted that while the advent of technology has multiplied the opportunities for employees to 
misbehave, research into the different forms of deviance made possible by the advent of 
technology lags far behind its prevalence in today’s workplace (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 
2003; Lim, 2002; Lim, Teo & Loo, 2002; Lim & Teo, 2005).  
 
Second, our study contributes and extends the research stream on emotions by 
examining the differential impact of two negative emotions, namely, anger and frustration, on 
individual responses to cyber incivility. Previous research has largely overlooked the 
differential impact of different negative emotions on individuals’ responses to aversive events 
(e.g., Fox, Spector & Miles, 2001; Spector & Fox 2002). Although previous scholars have 
consistently noted that anger is a more intense and “hotter” emotion than other related 
negative emotions, limited effort has been devoted towards examining the differential 
predictive efficacy of the specific negative emotions. Instead, past studies have largely 
focused on one central negative emotion such as anger or frustration in their research (Fitness, 
2000; Goldman, 2003). As well, in studies that examined more than one emotional reaction, 
negative feelings such as frustration, anger and anxiety have often been combined to form a 
single composite variable labeled as negative emotions (Fox et al., 2001; Spector & Fox, 
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2002). Thus, a notable contribution of our study is that we examine the differential impact of 
anger and frustration on individuals’ responses to cyber incivility.  This is because previous 
research suggests that anger is a more intense and active emotion compared to other negative 
emotions (e.g., Spielberger & Reheiser, 2003). Accordingly, we propose that the experience 
of anger and frustration may be associated with different responses following an uncivil 
encounter over emails.  
 
Responses that will be examined in this research include (1) forgiveness, which 
involves a deliberate decision by the victim to relinquish negative emotions and the desire to 
punish the offending party (North, 1987); (2) avoidance, which refers to a desire to distance 
oneself physically and/or psychologically from the perpetrator (McCullough, Worthington, & 
Rachal, 1997); and (3) revenge, which refers to an effort to inflict damage, injury or 
punishment on the party judged responsible for causing the harm (Aquino, Tripp & Bies, 
2001). More specifically, we will examine two forms of revenge, namely, (a) direct revenge, 
(e.g., replying the uncivil email with equally rude and insulting messages; intentionally 
spreading viruses to the perpetrator’s computer), and (b) indirect revenge (e.g., spreading 
rumors; telling a third party in order to make the perpetrator look bad). Indeed, previous 
studies that examined aggression and responses of individuals suggested that revenge may 
commonly manifest itself in these two forms (e.g., Folger & Baron, 1996; Keashley, Trott & 
MacLean, 1994). As well, emotion theorists (e.g., Frijda, 1993; Spector, 1998; Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996) have suggested that negative emotions will activate negative responses. 
On the other hand, positive emotions will trigger positive responses. Since this study 
examined negative emotions i.e., anger and frustration, we focused on negative rather than 
positive individual responses.  
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Furthermore, Weiss & Cropanzano (1996) explained that emotions have motivational 
characteristics and will energize individuals to respond to the situation in some manner or 
other. Oatley & Jenkins (1996: p. 285) also found that emotions provide individuals with 
“ready repertoires of actions”, driving them to respond to the negative situation by doing 
something. While we acknowledge that doing nothing is a possible individual response to an 
interpersonal mistreatment encounter such as cyber incivility, we did not include this in the 
present study as research on emotions has provided compelling evidence suggesting that 
negative emotions will motivate individuals to react towards the perpetrator by doing 
something at the very least. Thus, in line with previous emotions research, we chose to focus 
on the actions of individuals rather than their inaction (i.e., doing nothing) in this study. 
 
More specifically, we conducted two independent studies to investigate the cyber 
incivility phenomenon, and the impact of negative emotions on individual responses. Study 1 
focused on undergraduates’ responses towards cyber incivility perpetrated by professors, 
while Study 2 examined working adults’ responses towards cyber incivility perpetrated by 
their immediate supervisors. Study 1 represented a preliminary phase to investigate our 
proposition that different negative emotions have differential predictive efficacies. We did 
this by examining the impact of anger and frustration on the way undergraduates responded to 
cyber incivility from their professors. As well, since a review of extant literature suggests that 
there is a dearth in the availability of an instrument to measure uncivil behaviors that may be 
experienced via emails in particular, Study 1 was also designed to generate items to facilitate 
the construction of a scale to assess cyber incivility.  
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We then conducted Study 2 as an extension and follow-up to Study 1. In Study 2, we 
developed and tested a full structural model that clarifies the processes through which people 
responded to cyber incivility from their immediate supervisors at the workplace. The model 
draws upon research on incivility, interactional justice and emotions to explain individuals’ 
responses to supervisor’s cyber incivility. As well, we examined how gender dissimilarity 
between targets and supervisors play a role in moderating the relationships between negative 
emotions and targets’ responses.  
 
Specifically, Study 2 examined two forms of cyber incivility, namely (i) active cyber 
incivility i.e., uncivil email behaviors that are directly and openly targeted at victims         
(e.g., making sarcastic remarks, demeaning, saying something hurtful through emails), and   
(ii) passive cyber incivility i.e., uncivil behaviors that are displayed in an indirect manner such 
as through procrastination and ignoring the other person (e.g., ignoring requests made through 
emails, not replying to emails at all). This distinction between active and passive cyber 
incivility is theoretically consistent with previous research which suggested that workplace 
counterproductive behaviors may be exhibited through active and passive forms (e.g., Baron 
& Neuman, 1996). Such a distinction between active and passive cyber incivility also enables 
us to better understand the possible differential impact of the two forms of cyber uncivil 
behaviors.  
 
In particular, our research model in Study 2 first proposed that active and passive 
cyber incivility will trigger perceptions of interactional injustice. Specifically, we 
hypothesized that active cyber incivility will be more strongly associated with interactional 
injustice than passive cyber incivility. In turn, we predicted that perceived interactional 
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injustice will trigger feelings of anger and frustration in individuals. This is consistent with 
the framework offered by researchers in the area of emotions, which explained that aversive 
or threatening events will trigger negative emotions in individuals (Spector, 1998). In line 
with what was proposed in Study 1, we then hypothesized that anger and frustration may 
activate different types of individual responses in the aftermath of a cyber incivility 
encounter. Finally, to further examine the differential impact of anger and frustration, we 
investigated how supervisor-subordinate gender dissimilarity moderates the influence of 
negative emotions (i.e., anger and frustration) on individuals’ responses to supervisor’s 
uncivil cyber behaviors.  
 
Third, taken together, the present study contributes to the literature on incivility by 
systematically linking this stream of work with research on interactional injustice and 
emotions to provide insights into the dynamics underlying the relationships among 
interactional injustice, emotions and people’s responses to cyber incivility. As well, by 
examining gender dissimilarity between employees and their supervisors, this study is able to 
take into account the relational demographic effects between perpetrators and their targets 
with respect to cyber incivility. Indeed, previous studies suggested that it is important and 
critical to examine the supervisor-subordinate demographic relationship in order to better 
understand the interpersonal mistreatment phenomenon between higher status perpetrators 
and their targets at the workplace (e.g., Duffy & Ferrier, 2003; Weber, 1994). In linking these 
different bodies of literature, the present research expands the focus of these streams of 
studies and builds upon the conclusions of previous works in these areas. In doing so, our 
findings add on to and enrich the research streams on these topics.  
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At this juncture, we would like to explain that we focused only on interactional justice 
as the present study examined an interpersonal aspect of mistreatment at the workplace. As 
such, distributive and procedural justices were not included in this research. Indeed, past 
studies have suggested that the justice constructs can be empirically distinguished from one 
another and have different correlates as well as independent effects (e.g., Colquitt, Conlon, 
Wesson, Porter & Ng, 2001; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). More specifically, individuals tend to 
draw on interactional justice perceptions when deciding on how to react to mistreatment from 
authority figures while procedural and distributive perceptions are associated with deciding on 
how to react to unfair organizational practices and procedures (Bies & Moag, 1986). As well, 
Masterson, Lewis, Goldman & Taylor (2000) found that interactional injustice is associated 
with interpersonal and individual-level relations (between persons) while procedural injustice 
is associated with organizational-level relations (between employee and organization). Since 
we examined individuals’ experiences of interpersonal mistreatment from someone of higher 
authority (i.e. between persons), we argue that interactional justice is relevant to our research.   
 
1.3 ORGANIZATION OF STUDY 
This thesis is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides the background of the 
study and describes its objectives and contributions. Chapter 2 reviews the literature on 
workplace incivility, presents the affective events theory, and explains the detailed 
relationships among the key variables in this study. Several research hypotheses are 
developed in association with this discussion.  
 
Thereafter, Study 1 will be presented first, followed by Study 2. The methodology, 
data collection, results and discussion pertinent to Study 1 are described in Chapter 3.  
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Chapter 4 presents the procedures for data collection, results and discussion of Study 2. 
Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the results of both studies 1 and 2, as well as discusses the 
implications and limitations of this research. Additionally, several areas which warrant further 























CHAPTER TWO:  
LITERATURE REVIEW & RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
 
This chapter begins with a review of the literature on workplace incivility. Next, 
affective events theory, which offers the theoretical framework for this thesis, will be 
discussed. Subsequently, a proposed path model linking the main variables in the study will 
be presented. 
 
2.1 WORKPLACE INCIVILITY                                                                                                                          
 Civil behavior involves treating others with dignity, acting in regard to others’ 
feelings, and preserving the social norms for mutual respect (Carter, 1998). The basis for 
civility is a demonstration of common courtesy that comprises sensibility and respectful 
treatment of others (Wilson, 1993). While civility helps to build relationships through 
empathy and regard, incivility erodes relationships and prevents individuals from connecting 
positively and working effectively with one another (Hartman, 1996). 
 
Incivility implies rudeness and disregard toward others. More specifically, incivility 
has been defined as low-intensity interpersonal mistreatment behavior that violates workplace 
norms for mutual respect, with or without conscious intent (Pearson & Porath, 2005). 
Although norms may vary across organizations, scholars generally agreed that a shared moral 
understanding exist with regard to norms of respect for fellow organizational members in 
every workplace (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Donn & Sherman, 2002). Acts of 
incivility violate these interpersonal norms. Some examples of workplace incivility include 
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being ignored, being cut off while speaking, being rebuked publicly, being excluded from a 
meeting, being berated for action in which one played no part and having one’s credibility 
undermined in front of others (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Pearson, Andersson & Porath, 
2000; 2005). 
 
It is noteworthy that incivility, as a conceptual construct, is distinct from other forms 
of workplace interpersonal mistreatment in several ways. First, while employee deviance 
(e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and organizational retaliatory behavior (e.g., Skarlicki & 
Folger, 1997) comprise behaviors against individuals, they also include behaviors aimed at 
the organization. Incivility, however, includes only behaviors directed at another individual 
(Pearson & Porath, 2004). Second, compared to violence (e.g., Kinney, 1995), and aggression 
(e.g., Baron & Neuman, 1996) which involve physical interpersonal behaviors, incivility is 
less intense and excludes any forms of physical contact (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).  
 
Third, a distinguishing feature of incivility is that the intent to harm is ambiguous 
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). In research that examined more intense forms of interpersonal 
mistreatment such as workplace violence (e.g., Kinney, 1995), harassment (e.g., Bjokqvist, 
Osterman, Hjelt-Back, 1994), aggression (e.g., Baron & Neuman, 1996), and deviance       
(e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000), the common aspect of these forms of interpersonal 
mistreatment is that there exists an obvious intent to harm or injure someone physically or 
psychologically. However, in acts of incivility, the intent to harm or injure someone is 
ambiguous and may not be obvious. In particular, an individual may exhibit uncivil acts 
intentionally to harm the target, or may behave uncivilly as a result of ignorance or oversight, 
without a deliberate intention to cause harm (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).  
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However, as mentioned in the previous chapter, more recent studies that examined 
workplace incivility (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; Penney & Spector, 2005; Salin, 2003) have 
suggested that the target’s own perceptions, rather than the intentions of the perpetrator, form 
an important element in the assessment of uncivil behaviors at the workplace. Therefore, in 
line with previous studies, this research focuses on individuals’ perceptions of cyber incivility 
encounters at the workplace. 
 
Since incivility is low in intensity and exists in the eyes of the beholder, research on 
workplace incivility is slowly gaining recognition as a unique form of interpersonal 
mistreatment (Pearson & Porath, 2005). However, as the workplace incivility construct is 
fairly new to the organizational behavior literature, empirical research on workplace incivility, 
in particular, has been thus far limited. Nonetheless, research on workplace incivility has been 
emerging and an examination of extant literature reveals that studies have explored this 
phenomenon in terms of the profiles of perpetrators and targets, as well as the potential causes 
and consequences of workplace incivility. In the next section, we discuss past research that 
focused on workplace incivility.  
 
2.1.1 The Perpetrator & The Target 
 Past studies that focused on workplace incivility suggested that incivility is often a 
top-down phenomenon. More specifically, available anecdotal evidence revealed that 
immediate supervisors were the most common perpetrator (60%), followed by peers (20%) 
and subordinates (20%) (Envisionworks, 2000). This is in line with findings from scholarly 
research (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005), which explained that power 
plays a central role in the display of uncivil behaviors at the workplace. Indeed, these studies 
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have consistently found that a victim is much more likely to be of lower organizational status 
than the perpetrator.  
 
Findings with regard to perpetrator gender were, however, inconclusive. Pearson et al., 
(2000) suggested that the perpetrator was more likely to be a male while Cortina et al., (2001) 
found slightly more females than males engaging in uncivil behaviors at the workplace. As 
well, men were more likely to exhibit incivility on someone of lower status than on someone 
of higher status (Pearson & Porath, 2004).  On the other hand, female perpetrators were 
equally likely to behave uncivilly toward their superiors as they would toward their 
subordinates, but were less likely to be uncivil toward their peers (Cortina et al., 2001).  
  
 Extant research has also yielded mixed findings pertaining to characteristics of victims 
of incivility. Pearson & Porath (2004) found that men were just as likely to be on the 
receiving end of workplace incivility as women. On the other hand, Cortina et al., (2001) 
found that women reported having to endure greater frequencies of incivility as men. 
However, studies suggested that targets tended to be younger and have shorter job tenures 
than their perpetrators (Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson et al., 2000).  
 
2.1.2 Causes of Workplace Incivility  
A review of existing literature suggested two major causes of workplace incivility, 
namely, (1) social contextual shifts; and (2) organizational pressures (Pearson et al., 2005). 
Pearson (2005) and colleagues argued that social contextual shifts are reflected in societal 
irreverence, altered psychological work contracts, and shifting demographics, while 
organizational pressures refer to corporate change initiatives, compressed time and deadlines, 
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and the surge in technology use. Based on past research, these antecedents have been 
associated with fostering incivility between individuals at work.  
 
First, widespread societal shifts may have led to the increasingly uncivil climate in the 
workplace. In particular, respondents from Pearson et al’s., (2005) study reported that 
contingencies such as absent parenting, ineffective schooling, negative media influences, and 
a relentless quest for individuality have contributed to the blurring of the line between 
appropriate and inappropriate interaction. These changes in norms at schools and in the 
society could have found its way into the workplace, fostering uncivil workplace behavior. 
Indeed, this perspective has been supported in employee interviews, where respondents 
commented that “there seems to be a rub-off effect from what goes on in schools and the 
society; people come to the business world with little or no sense of what is right or wrong” 
(Pearson et al., 2000: p. 129). 
 
Second, altered psychological contracts have also been cited as a cause for the rise in 
incivility at the workplace. Whether from the perspective of the employer or employee, long-
term organizational investment has been gradually declining (Johnson & Indvik, 2001). These 
changes are reflected in shifts in employee commitment, retention, entitlement as well as 
organizational short-term profitability. With minimal organizational commitment and trust in 
the long-term, employees have become self-centered, neglecting the needs and desires of their 
co-workers. Indeed, such ‘me first’ or ‘me only’ attitudes have eroded signals of respect in 
some organizations (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).  
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Third, the increase in diversity and shifting demographics at work could have 
contributed to workplace incivility (Pearson et al., 2005). Since communications with 
dissimilar others may require additional time and effort, it is possible that individuals may 
offend others unwittingly when value differences seep through our words and deeds (Pearson 
et al., 2005).  
 
As well, organizational pressures have been associated with workplace incivility    
(e.g., Johnson & Indvik, 2001). First, corporate change initiatives such as downsizing, 
restructuring, and mergers have been attributed to the rise in workplace uncivil behaviors. The 
uncertainty associated with these corporate initiatives may create feelings of insecurity about 
one’s job and status. As such, employees may become tense and fearful, resulting in less 
attention paid to behaving respectfully toward others. As well, workplace rudeness may be 
facilitated by weaker connections to the organization due to part-time, temporary and         
sub-contracted status. Indeed, employees reported that it is unnecessary to “treat lowly temps 
with any respect as you only have to see them for a week or two” (Pearson et al., 2000: p. 
129). Moreover, the short-term nature of contract labor, freelancing, and outsourcing may 
render these part-time and temporary workers unwilling and hesitant to internalize 
organizational values or adhere to norms for mutual respect.  
 
Second, incivility may also arise when people are required to do more with less, where 
initiatives to become “lean and mean” have negative repercussions on the organization 
(Johnson & Indvik, 2001). Under conditions of increasing work and information overload, 
feelings of time pressure may intensify. Work hours tend to be longer, work responsibilities 
greater, and non-work demands (e.g., parenting challenges, dual-career tensions) become 
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more taxing. As well, faxes, cellular phones and Blackberries have made it possible for us to 
work at any time and any place. With the influx of technology, workers are wired to the office 
24 hours a day and are expected to handle mounting workloads. No longer does leaving the 
office signal the end of the work day. In the face of such increasing employee stress and 
overwork, individuals may simply have less energy, motivation and time to attend to civility 
and be mindful of the ‘niceties’ at the workplace (Pearson et al., 2005).   
 
Lastly, the surge in the use of technology at the workplace has made face-to-face 
interaction unnecessary. As a result, a manager, through the use of e-mail, is able to send 
hostile and demeaning messages to his/her staff without the need to confront them face-to-
face (Reeves, 1999). Indeed, studies in the area of information systems have suggested that 
individuals find it much easier to behave disrespectfully to another person through electronic 
communications due to the absence of face-to-face interaction (Spears, Lea & Postmes, 2001; 
Walther & Parks, 2002). 
 
2.1.3 Consequences of Workplace Incivility   
Although incivility constitutes milder forms of interpersonal workplace mistreatment, 
past research suggests that targets do experience substantial negative effects (e.g., Penney & 
Spector, 2005). Studies have suggested that employees associate incivility with stressful 
episodes at the workplace. Specifically, employees who were subjected to uncivil work 
encounters reported experiencing greater psychological distress and stress-related health 
problems (Cortina et al., 2001; Martin & Hine, 2005). The negative psychological impact of 
incivility experienced by targets may also linger for a decade or longer after the event has 
occurred (Pearson et al., 2000). 
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As well, individual experiences of incivility at the workplace have the potential to 
precipitate major organizational impact and damage. In particular, studies suggested that 
targets of workplace incivility typically experience lower job satisfaction (e.g., Penney & 
Spector, 2005), reduced organizational commitment (e.g., Martin & Hine, 2005) and 
increased turnover intentions (e.g., Pearson et al., 2005). Targets may also deliberately 
decrease time, effort and performance at work as a result of the uncivil experience (Johnson & 
Indvik, 2001). Moreover, employees who perceived themselves as victims of workplace 
incivility may react towards the perpetrator in several harmful ways such as responding with 
overt, immediate payback, spreading rumors about the perpetrator, and avoiding or 
maintaining distance from the perpetrator (Johnson & Indvik, 2001). These behaviors may 
strain workplace relationships and in some instances, lead workplace incivility to spiral into 
increasingly aggressive behaviors, including physical violence between the target and the 
perpetrator. Indeed, Baron & Neuman (1996) suggested that low-intensity hostility can 
constitute the initial steps in an upward spiral to more intense forms of aggression.  
 
Finally, experiences of workplace incivility may also spillover and disrupt targets’ 
non-work life. When treated disrespectfully at work, 70 percent of targets acknowledged 
venting their unhappiness on family and friends outside the workplace (Pearson & Porath, 
2005). Having been treated rudely by the boss or coworkers, some employees may also lash 
out at their spouses and other family members as a reaction to the uncivil experience at work. 
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2.2 AFFECTIVE EVENTS THEORY  
Following our discussion of research on workplace incivility, we now present 
affective events theory, the theoretical background and framework utilized by this study to 
understand the processes through which individuals respond to cyber incivility.  
 
The basic premise of affective events theory (AET) is that a workplace event leads to 
an emotional reaction which in turn, impacts targets’ behavioral responses (Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996). AET asserts that events in the workplace precede the experience of an 
emotional reaction. Paramount to understanding the consequent emotional reaction is the 
evaluation of what one’s relationship to the environment implies for personal well-being in 
positive (beneficial) or negative (harmful) terms (Domagalski & Steelman, 2005). 
Specifically, if the individual perceives a situation as enhancing one’s well-being, a positive 
emotion will be experienced, while a threat to one’s well-being will induce a negative 
emotion (Lazarus, 1991; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Indeed, it is the evaluation of the event 
which determines whether emotions such as “anger”, “frustration”, “joy” or “fear” ensue.  
 
In particular, Weiss & Cropanzano (1996) suggested that the occurrence and 
evaluation of an event represents an important distinction between emotions and moods. 
Specifically, emotions are directed at someone or something, while moods lack an object to 
which the affect is directed. That is, moods lack a contextual provocation or causal factor 
(Lazarus, 1991). In the experience of emotions, one is aware of the pleasantness or 
unpleasantness of the eliciting event and is reacting specifically towards the event (Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996). On the other hand, moods are vague and lack object specificity (Frijda, 
1993). Given that emotions, unlike moods, are elicited in response to an event, emotions last 
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for longer periods of time compared to moods (Frijda, 1993). Indeed, previous laboratory 
manipulations of moods found that moods are fast and fleeting, and are capable of lasting for 
only a few minutes (e.g., Frijda, 1993; Morris, 1989). In the present research, cyber incivility 
represents the contextual provocation or event. As such, we focused on emotions rather than 
moods as a reaction to uncivil cyber experiences in the present study.  
 
Affective events theory explained that people’s responses to negative workplace 
events such as interpersonal mistreatment episodes, role conflict and ambiguity, and 
organizational constraints do not depend on the perceptions of the event alone. Rather, they 
are influenced by the emotions that are aroused as a result of the evaluation of the situation 
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). The elicited emotional responses will, then, produce action 
tendencies and intentions to reduce the negative states (Spector & Fox, 2002; Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996). More specifically, the experienced emotions will energize the individual 
psychologically and induce appropriate responses. This is because emotions possess “control 
precedence” (Frijda, 1993). That is, people in an emotional state tend to be controlled and   
pre-occupied by the emotion, such that behaviors designed to deal with the emotion will be 
induced. 
 
In particular, negative emotions will increase the likelihood that negative responses 
will ensue. These negative actions have the potential to hurt the organization and 
organizational members as employees who have been subjected to negative events will 
usually respond in some manner to make himself or herself feel better. As well, if a direct 
approach is not possible, the individual might take actions designed to affect his or her 
emotions without addressing the situational cause (Schachter & Singer, 2001). Such an 
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approach might involve actions such as withdrawing from the situation, reducing efforts or 
avoiding the perpetrator.  
 
More recently, Spector & Fox (2002) examined the outcomes of several different 
events at the workplace using the affective events perspective. Results from their study 
provide encouraging evidence suggesting that negative work experiences such as 
interpersonal conflict, role conflict and role ambiguity are perceived as threatening to one’s 
personal well-being and trigger negative emotions. On the other hand, positive experiences 
such as perceptions of organizational support and control over work events are evaluated as 
salubrious and generate positive emotions. Accordingly, negative emotions predicted 
counterproductive workplace behaviors while positive emotions led to organizational 
citizenship behaviors. These findings provide support for the use of affective events theory to 
examine organizational events as well as suggest that emotions energize individuals 
psychologically and affect subsequent responses. Hence, we argue that the affective events 
perspective provides a suitable theoretical framework for our study of the underlying 
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2.3 PROPOSED PATH MODEL 
This section presents a proposed path model linking the main variables in the study. 
Thereafter, several hypotheses will be put forth. 
 
Figure 2.1 presents the research model linking the main variables in this study. In the 
model, active and passive cyber incivility are hypothesized to affect perceptions of 
interactional injustice (Hypothesis 1). In turn, we hypothesize that interactional injustice will 
trigger anger and frustration in individuals (Hypothesis 2). Subsequently, we propose that 
anger (Hypothesis 3) and frustration (Hypothesis 4) will be linked to different types of 
individual responses. Finally, we hypothesize that gender dissimilarity between perpetrators 
and targets will moderate the relationships between negative emotions and individual 
responses (Hypothesis 5).   
 
To preliminarily examine our prediction that anger and frustration may have 
differential impact on individual responses to cyber incivility, we examined Hypotheses 3 and 
4 in Study 1. As an extension of Study 1, the full and more complex model, which examined 
the mechanisms underlying individual responses to cyber incivility as well as the moderating 
effect of gender dissimilarity between perpetrators and targets (Hypotheses 1-5), was tested in 
Study 2.  
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2.4 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 
As noted earlier, interactional injustice is relevant to our research as it reflects the 
interpersonal dimension of fairness (Masterson et al., 2000). According to Bies & Moag 
(1986), individuals will experience interactional injustice when organizational representatives 
fail to treat them with respect, propriety and sensitivity to their personal needs. As well, 
Keashly, Trott & MacLean (1994) found that individuals do expect others, especially those of 
higher status, to be aware of communicative acts that may threaten one’s self-image and 
personal well-being.  
 
Although uncivil behaviors are low in intensity, several studies (e.g., Miller, 2001; 
Tepper, 2000) suggest that uncivil experiences deprive individuals of the respect they believe 
they are entitled to, as well as, subject individuals to something which they believe they do 
not deserve. As well, studies have also noted that disrespectful acts are viewed as a source of 
threat and harm to one’s esteem and personal well-being, and are commonly perceived to 
violate interactional justice (e.g., Miller, 2001).  
 
 Indeed, a review of extant literature suggests that behaviors such as abusive 
supervision, undermining, and other passive forms of uncivil behaviors such as peer isolation 
and exclusion, engender perceptions of interactional injustice (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; 
Tepper, 2000). These results suggest that milder forms of interpersonal mistreatment, and not 
just violence and aggression, do trigger perceptions of interactional injustice. Since cyber 
incivility constitutes behaviors that violate interpersonal norms for mutual respect, we predict 
that victims of cyber incivility will perceive the uncivil encounters as interactionally unjust. 
As well, since active forms of misbehaviors such as bullying and abusive supervision are 
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typically more direct and openly targeted at victims compared to passive forms such as peer 
isolation and exclusion (Baron & Neuman, 1996; Folger & Baron, 1996), we anticipate active 
cyber incivility to display a stronger relationship with interactional injustice. Hence, based on 
the preceding discussion, we hypothesize that: 
H1:  Active and passive cyber incivility are positively related with interactional 
injustice. Active cyber incivility will have a stronger relationship with 
interactional injustice compared to passive cyber incivility.  
 
Cyber incivility violates interpersonal norms, representing an aversive experience 
which generates negative emotions in individuals.  As such, we predict that perceptions of 
interactional injustice associated with experienced cyber incivility would generate anger and 
frustration (i.e. negative emotions) in individuals. Anger refers to subjective feelings of 
annoyance, irritation, fury and rage (Spielberger, Reheiser & Sydeman, 1995). As well, anger 
has been viewed as capable of triggering and urging individuals to engage in retaliatory 
behavior (Brehm, 1999). As such, anger has been suggested to be a more intense negative 
emotion compared to other negative emotions such as distress and frustration (Spielberger & 
Reheiser, 2003). Indeed, experiences of anger have been shown to trigger thoughts of 
violence as well as actions that involve hurting and getting back at the perpetrator (Roseman, 
Wiest & Swartz, 1994).  
 
Frustration, on the other hand, involves feelings of dissatisfaction and distress that 
accompanies an experience of being threatened or interrupted in attaining a purpose in face of 
negative interactions (Fox et al., 2001). Individuals feeling frustrated usually feel that they 
need to get past something or overcome an obstacle. Frustration usually activates efforts to 
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overcome the obstacles through escape and avoidance techniques such as distancing or 
withdrawing from the source of frustration (Perrewe & Zellars, 1999).  
Indeed, prior studies suggested that incivility and undermining - both perceived as 
stressful events at work - are associated with feelings of frustration (e.g., Einarsen, 2000; 
Pearson & Porath, 2005). Spielberger & Reheiser (2003) noted that anger is elicited by the 
appraisal that one has been treated unjustly by another. As well, previous studies have 
suggested that perceptions of interactional injustice arising from bullying, harassment, petty 
tyranny and social isolation tend to invoke feelings of anger and frustration in victims 
(Ashforth, 1994; Roseman et al., 1994). This is consistent with the affective events theory 
which states that when one’s well-being is threatened, negative emotions will be induced 
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Thus, based on the preceding discussion, we hypothesize that: 
H2: Interactional injustice is positively related with anger and frustration. 
  
Emotions theorists suggested that the evaluation of an experienced event will generate 
emotional reactions which subsequently have an impact on how individuals respond to the 
events (e.g., Spector & Fox, 2002; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Specifically, negative 
emotions have been found to elicit negative responses while positive emotions activate 
positive responses (e.g., Spector, 1998). Thus, consistent with the theoretical stream on 
emotions, we predict that anger and frustration (i.e., negative emotions) will trigger negative 
behavioral responses in victims of cyber incivility.  
 
Previous studies on emotions have consistently suggested that anger is more intense 
and active compared to other negative emotions (e.g., Averill, 2001; Johnson, Ford & 
Kaufman, 2000). Johnson et al. (2000) noted that anger demands expression and often 
involves high levels of activation. Indeed, an angry person will not consciously avoid the 
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situation, hide their feelings or keep a distance from the perpetrator. Rather, angry individuals 
tend to go out of their way to seek redress and will not hesitate to confront the perpetrator 
(Averill, 2001; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2003).  
 
 Since anger suggests high levels of arousal and activation, and angry people will not 
intentionally distance themselves from the perpetrator, we predict that anger will be 
negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance in undergraduates (Study 1) and working 
adults (Study 2). As well, since the experience of anger demands expression, we predict that 
anger will motivate the victim to seek revenge against the perpetrator.  
 
Although previous research suggests that individuals will be less likely to engage in a 
tit-for-tat response when the perpetrator is more powerful (Glomb & Hulin, 1997; Goldman, 
2003), we argue that such findings were obtained because these studies have not made a clear 
distinction between the differential predictive efficacies of specific negative emotions      
(e.g., Fox et al., 2001; Spector & Fox, 2002). Thus, this study goes a step further and proposes 
that the experience of anger, a ‘hotter’ and more intense negative emotion, will motivate 
individuals who have been wronged to seek revenge against their perpetrators, regardless of 
their status. Indeed, studies that examined anger have suggested that the emotion of anger is 
so intense that it may disinhibit responses that would have otherwise been suppressed by fear 
of retaliation towards the more powerful perpetrator (Diamond, 1977; Fitness, 2000). This 
implies that anger may override undergraduates’ and employees’ fear of engaging in a         
tit-for-tat response. 
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Thus, undergraduates and employees who feel angry may, in fact, seek revenge 
against their more powerful professor and supervisor respectively. Averill (2001) explained 
that anger has a moral undertone and involves a stake in one’s self and beliefs. Therefore, 
individuals who are angry may feel a compelling need to confront the perpetrator directly to 
correct any misconceptions or inaccurate impressions that the perpetrator might hold of 
him/herself. As well, we also expect angry individuals to strike back at the perpetrator 
through indirect ways such as spreading rumors, reporting and complaining the uncivil 
incident to others to hurt the perpetrator’s image and make him/her look bad. As such, we 
predict that angry individuals will respond by seeking revenge, in direct as well as indirect 
ways, against the perpetrator. Based on the preceding discussion, we hypothesize that: 
H3:  Anger is negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, and positively related 
with direct and indirect revenge.  
 
Frustration involves feelings of dissatisfaction, insecurity and a feeling of being 
disrupted from attaining a purpose or action (Fox et al., 2001). Averill (2001) argues that 
frustration does not have a moral undertone and does not involve one’s self and principles. As 
well, scholars explain that frustration triggers low to moderate levels of activation. Frustrated 
individuals often try to hide their feelings from the perpetrator and tend to leave the situation 
as rapidly as possible (Averill, 2001; Johnson et al., 2000). Other studies also suggest that 
frustrated individuals do not forgive the perpetrator but will usually respond through more 
passive ways such as distancing themselves and avoiding the perpetrator (e.g., Campbell, 
2002; Zellars et al., 2002). Thus, based on the above, we predict that frustration will be 
negatively associated with forgiveness and positively related with avoidance.  
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As well, since frustrated individuals prefer to distance and extricate themselves from 
the perpetrator and aversive situation as quickly as possible, we predict that frustrated 
undergraduates and employees will be less inclined to engage in confrontational modes of 
retaliation behavior by seeking direct revenge against their professors and supervisors 
respectively. Indeed, past studies (e.g., Perrewe & Zellars, 1999; Roseman et al., 1994) have 
suggested that frustrated individuals generally prefer to respond through more indirect and 
non-assertive ways such as spreading rumors or talking bad about the perpetrator behind 
his/her back. Therefore, we expect that frustrated students and employees will be more likely 
to engage in indirect instead of direct revenge against the perpetrator. Due to their strong 
desire to extricate themselves from the negative situation, frustrated individuals find it more 
difficult to engage in direct confrontational modes of revenge. Hence, since frustration has 
been associated with non-confrontational and indirect retaliation responses, we posit that 
frustration will be associated with an indirect rather than a direct revenge response. As such, 
we expect that frustrated undergraduates and employees will respond to cyber incivility 
through avoidance and indirect revenge rather than through forgiveness and direct revenge. 
Thus, we hypothesize that: 
H4: Frustration is negatively related with forgiveness and direct revenge, and 
positively related with avoidance and indirect revenge.  
 
As well, to further examine the differential impact of anger and frustration, we 
investigate how gender dissimilar versus similar supervisor-employee dyads affect the 
predictive efficacies of anger and frustration on individual responses. Gender was chosen for 
the present study as it has been shown to specifically predict out-group status in studies of 
supervisor-subordinate dyads (e.g., Bauer & Green, 1996). Several other studies of relational 
demography have also found gender similarity to be a more powerful predictor of liking, 
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respect and identification between supervisors and subordinates compared to other 
demographic variables (Green, Anderson & Shivers, 1996; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989).  
 
According to the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byrne, 1971), interpersonal outcomes 
such as positive affect, interpersonal attraction, and liking are natural consequences of 
demographic similarity between members of a dyad (Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). Upon noticing 
their similarity in demographic background, supervisors and subordinates perceive that they 
share some common beliefs, values and that they can better identify with each other (Pelled & 
Xin, 1997). This leads same sex supervisors and subordinates to feel more comfortable with 
each other, view each other as more predictable and have more confidence in each other 
(Pelled & Xin, 1997). 
 
Conversely, relational demography researchers have found evidence suggesting that 
demographic dissimilarity is related to lower levels of attraction and liking between 
supervisors and subordinates (Rosenbaum, 1986; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989). Kramer & Wei 
(1999) explained that a fairly immediate consequence of an individual’s awareness of being 
different or dissimilar from another is heightened attributional searching for the causes of 
others’ behavior. More specifically, a subordinate that is different from a supervisor will be 
likely to scrutinize the behavior of the dissimilar supervisor such that negative supervisory 
behaviors and outcomes will be enhanced by the level of demographic dissimilarity. That is, 
the effects of supervisory behaviors on outcomes will be stronger in the presence of 
demographic dissimilarity (Duffy & Ferrier, 2003).  
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Indeed, research has suggested that when leaders exhibit negative supervisory 
behaviors (e.g., interpersonal mistreatment, excessive monitoring), negative effects such as 
decreased organizational attachment, lower employee effectiveness and increased role 
ambiguity are accentuated in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee dyads compared to 
gender similar dyads (Duffy & Ferrier, 2003; Weber, 1994).  This is because gender 
dissimilar subordinates are more vigilant in searching for informational cues concerning the 
supervisor’s behavior and would be less likely to give the benefit of the doubt when their 
supervisors display negative leader behaviors (Weber, 1994). Consequently, the negative 
impact of negative leader behaviors on workplace attitudes and behaviors would be 
exacerbated among gender dissimilar supervisor-subordinate dyads compared to gender 
similar supervisor-subordinate dyads (e.g., Kramer & Wei, 1999; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard 
& Werner, 1998).  
 
Thus, based on the preceding discussion, we predict that gender dissimilarity between 
perpetrators (i.e. supervisors) and their targets (i.e. employees) will interact with anger and 
frustration in predicting responses towards the perpetrator. Specifically, the relationships 
between anger and individual responses, and between frustration and individual responses, 
will be stronger in different sex dyads. Hence, we hypothesize that: 
 
H5a:   When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee dyads, anger will be 
more strongly and negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, and more 
strongly and positively related with direct and indirect revenge, compared to 
targets in gender similar supervisor-employee dyads.  
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H5b:  When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee dyads, frustration will 
be more strongly and negatively related with forgiveness and direct revenge, and 
more strongly and positively related with avoidance and indirect revenge, 
compared to targets in gender similar supervisor-employee dyads.  
 
In summary, a research model linking the key variables in this thesis were presented in 
this chapter. In particular, Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested in Study 1, while the full structural 
model, comprising Hypotheses 1 to 5, was tested in Study 2. To test for the various proposed 
hypotheses, data were collected and analysed using several statistical methods. The research 


















CHAPTER THREE:  
STUDY ONE 
 
This chapter describes the research sample, data collection procedures, analyses, 
results and discussion of Study 1. Study 1 was designed to generate items to facilitate the 
development of a cyber incivility measure, and to preliminarily examine our prediction that 
anger and frustration may have differential predictive efficacies. This proposition was tested 
by examining the impact of anger and frustration on the way undergraduates responded to 
cyber incivility from their professors.  
    
3.1 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
3.1.1 Sample & Procedures for Data Collection  
Data were collected using scenario-based questionnaire surveys. Respondents in Study 
1 comprised undergraduates attending management classes from a large state university in 
Singapore. A pre-test of the initial questionnaire was conducted with 20 undergraduates. The 
main purpose of this pre-test was to elicit feedback regarding the clarity of the instructions 
and items in the survey instruments, as well as the overall presentation of the survey. The 
presentation of the questionnaire was refined based on comments and suggestions obtained 
from the pre-test.  
 
3.1.2 Questionnaire Surveys 
The final questionnaire was administered to a total of 200 undergraduates attending 
management classes in a large tertiary institution. Participation in the study was voluntary and
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undergraduates earned course credits for participation. A ten minute briefing, which 
summarized the objectives of the study as well as clarified the instructions of the survey, was 
conducted to the participants. Completed sets of questionnaires were then collected by the 
researcher one week later during class.  
 
Of the 200 questionnaires distributed, 176 usable questionnaires were obtained, 
thereby yielding a response rate of approximately 88%. This response rate well exceeds the 
norm of 40-50% obtained in past research for questionnaire surveys (e.g., Barling, Rogers & 
Kelloway, 2001; Bennett & Robinson, 2000).  
 
3.2 INSTRUMENTATION  
Items measuring the variables in this study were obtained from an extensive review of 
the existing literature on anger, frustration, forgiveness, avoidance and revenge. Wherever 
possible, scales that operationalized the various constructs were adapted from past research, 
where psychometric properties have already been fairly well established. The scales used in 
this study are presented in Appendix A.  
 
3.2.1 Phase 1 of Cyber Incivility Scale Development: Item Generation 
To date, research attempts to develop and operationalize cyber incivility have been 
rather limited. Indeed, the two available incivility scales developed by Cortina et al., (2001) 
and Martin & Hine (2005) in extant literature are not suited to assess uncivil behaviors that 
may be experienced in the cyber context in particular. As such, we have decided to develop a 
cyber incivility scale that can be used to measure incivility experienced via emails, instead of 
simply re-wording the currently available measures to fit our cyber context. In doing so, this 
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will allow us to generate a better and properly validated cyber incivility measure. Thus, Study 
1 seeks to generate items to develop and construct a cyber incivility measure that may be used 
in Study 2. As well, with such a scale in place, future studies will be able to use this new scale 
to accurately assess cyber incivility.  
 
The development of the cyber incivility measure was conducted across two phases of 
investigation. The first phase was conducted through Study 1, in which the purpose was to 
create a large pool of items that reflected uncivil behaviors that may be experienced via 
emails. To achieve this, respondents in Study 1 were asked to list 3 to 5 behaviors which they 
personally perceive to be uncivil/rude/discourteous that may occur via emails. We generated a 
pool of 20 items from Study 1 respondents.   
 
After listing the 3-5 behaviors which they personally perceive to constitute cyber 
incivility, respondents were then presented with a scenario in which they viewed themselves 
as being subjected to the behaviors which they had listed as cyber incivility from a professor. 
Respondents were then asked to indicate their responses toward the scenario. The anger, 
frustration, forgiveness, avoidance and revenge scales used in Study 1 were obtained from an 
extensive review of past research. The scales are described below.  
 
3.2.2 Anger 
Spielberger, Rehesier, & Sydeman’s (1995) 5-item scale was used to assess anger as 
an emotional response to cyber incivility. Items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. High scores indicate high levels of anger. A 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80 was obtained, indicating good inter-item consistency. 




The 3-item scale developed by Peters, O’Connor & Rudolf (1980) was used as a 
measure of respondents’ frustration, i.e., the emotional response to uncivil email encounters. 
Items were anchored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to             
(5) Strongly Agree.  High scores represent high levels of frustration. These 3 items yielded a 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80 was obtained, reflecting high internal reliability.  
 
3.2.4 Forgiveness 
Five items from Wade (1989) measured forgiveness. A sample item includes, “I would 
let go of the resentment I felt towards the professor”. Items were anchored ranging from       
(1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83 was obtained, 
suggesting good inter-item consistency.  
 
3.2.5 Avoidance 
Four items from McCullough, Worthington & Rachal’s (1997) scale were used to 
assess avoidance. A sample item includes, “I would avoid the professor”. Items were 
anchored ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. These four items yielded 
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80, indicating good internal reliability.  
 
3.2.6 Direct Revenge  
We adapted five items from a study by Aquino, Tripp & Bies (2001) by changing the 
wording to suit the context of our study. A sample item includes, “I would confront the 
professor face-to-face”. Items were scored ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly 
Agree. A Cronbach’s alpha of 0.86 was obtained, suggesting high inter-item reliability. 
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3.2.7 Indirect Revenge  
To measure this variable, we adapted six items from a study by Folger & Baron 
(1996). A sample item includes, “I would talk bad about the professor behind his/her back”. 
Items were anchored ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. A Cronbach’s 
alpha of 0.81 was obtained, suggesting good inter-item reliability. 
 
3.2.8 Covariates 
Three variables were used as covariates in the analyses to reduce possible spurious 
relations among the variables that were examined here. The three covariates are age of 
respondent (in years), gender of respondent (0 = male, 1 = female) and social desirability. 
Social desirability was assessed using Strahan & Gerbasi’s (1972) shortened version of the 
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability scale. Items were anchored on a 5-point Likert scale 
ranging from   (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.  
 
These covariates were included in both studies 1 and 2 as a review of the literature 
suggested that they may co-vary with the independent and dependent variables examined in 
the present research. For instance, age has been negatively related to experiences of 
interpersonal mistreatment (e.g., Einarsen, 2000). As well, Cortina et al., (2001) suggested 
that women reported greater experiences of incivility than men. Moreover, studies suggested 
that men are more prone to feelings of anger (e.g., Glomb & Hulin, 1997), and are more likely 
to confront their perpetrator in the aftermath of a negative event (Goldman, 2003). On the 
other hand, Campbell (2002) noted that women are more likely to engage in responses such as 
avoiding the perpetrator.  
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3.3 ANALYSES & RESULTS 
3.3.1 Characteristics of Respondents   
Table 3.1 provides a summary of the demographic characteristics of respondents in 
Study 1. Of the 176 undergraduates, 60.2% were males and 39.8% were females. The 
majority of respondents were Chinese (82.4%) while Malays, Indians and other ethnic 
minorities comprised 5.5%, 5.0% and 7.1% respectively. The mean age of respondents was 
approximately 22 years, with a standard deviation of 1.44 years.  



























  5.5 
Indian 
 
  5.0 
Others 
 
  7.1 
*N = 176 
 
3.3.2 Descriptive & Correlational Analyses  
Table 3.2 depicts the means, standard deviations and reliability coefficients of the 
scales used to assess the variables in Study 1. In addition, the Pearson-product moment 
correlations of the variables are also shown here.  
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Table 3.2: Descriptives, Correlations & Reliabilities of Study 1 
 
 Mean SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Anger  
 
2.71 0.76  (0.80)       
2. Frustration 
 
3.92 0.66   0.21**  (0.80)      
3. Forgiveness 
 
3.35 0.64  -0.28**  -0.20**  (0.83)     
4. Avoidance 
 
3.60 0.78   0.05   0.23**  -0.13*  (0.80)    
5. Direct   
    Revenge  
 
1.82 0.70   0.05  -0.02  -0.13*   0.06 (0.86)   
6. Indirect 
    Revenge 
 
2.54 0.85   0.29**   0.09  -0.27**   0.08  0.10 (0.81)  
7. Social  
    Desirability  
 
3.85 1.10  -0.02  -0.01   0.04  -0.10 -0.09   -0.04 (0.70) 
N = 176, * p < 0.05   **p<0.01            
Reliabilities are shown in parentheses along the diagonal. 
 
Reliability assessment using Cronbach’s alpha was conducted to ensure that items 
comprising each of the measured variable were internally consistent. As shown in Table 3.2, 
the reliability coefficients of the scales used in this study were reasonably good, ranging from 
0.70 to 0.86.  
 
Table 3.2 summarized the Pearson-product moment correlations of the examined 
variables based on Study 1 sample of 176 respondents. Results of the correlational analyses 
revealed that anger was negatively and significantly correlated with forgiveness (r = -0.28), 
and positively and significantly correlated with indirect revenge (r = 0.29). However, anger 
was not significantly correlated with avoidance and direct revenge.   
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As well, frustration was found to be negatively and significantly correlated with 
forgiveness (r = -0.20), and positively and significantly correlated with avoidance (r = 0.23). 
However, frustration was not significantly correlated with direct and indirect revenge. 
 
Finally, inter-variable correlations were assessed to verify if situations of 
multicollinearity existed. A high degree of inter-variable correlations is problematic because it 
makes determining the distinct contribution of each of the independent variables difficult. In 
line with Gujarati’s (1995) recommendation that high correlations of 0.80 and above indicate 
multicollinearity, it appears that such a problem does not exist in Study 1 since the 
correlations were all less than or equal to 0.29. 
 
3.3.3 Hypotheses Testing  
 Hierarchical regression analyses were used to test the relationships (Hypotheses 3 and 
4) proposed in Study 1. The three covariates, namely, age, gender and social desirability, were 
first entered into the regression equation. Subsequently, the independent variables (i.e., anger 
and frustration) were entered into the second step of the equation for each of the dependent 
variable (i.e., forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge). Entering both independent 
variables simultaneously into the second equation allows us to test for the possible differential 
impact of anger and frustration on each of the individual responses. Results of regression 
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Table 3.3: Hierarchical Regression Analyses  
 
                                         Dependent Variables: 
 
 











Step 2  
() 
Step 1  
() 
Step 2  
() 
Step 1  
() 
Step 2  
() 
Step 1  
() 




        
Age 
 
-0.07 -0.04    0.19**    0.17* -0.07   -0.07 -0.14    -0.16* 
Gender  -0.02  0.05    0.29**    0.25** -0.07   -0.08   0.03    -0.02 
Social Desirability  
 
 0.03  0.02   -0.11   -0.11  -0.09   -0.09  -0.07  -0.06 
Main Variables         
Anger 
 
  -0.25**    -0.02     0.06     0.28** 
Frustration  
 
 -0.16*     0.20**    -0.02  0.04 
R2 
 
 0.01 0.11 0.08 0.12   0.01 0.02   0.03 0.11 
R2 
 
    0.10**    0.04*   0.01     0.08** 
F  9.37  3.42  0.30  7.91 
N = 176, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
3.4 DISCUSSION 
This section discusses the main findings of Study 1. 
 
1. Anger to Forgiveness, Avoidance, Direct & Indirect Revenge  
Hypothesis 3 states that anger is negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, 
and positively related with direct and indirect revenge. Results from Table 3.3 suggest that 
anger was negatively and significantly associated with forgiveness ( = -0.25, p < 0.01), and 
positively and significantly related with indirect revenge ( = 0.28, p < 0.01). However, no 
support was found for avoidance ( = -0.02, p > 0.10) and direct revenge ( = 0.06, p > 0.10).  
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Although Hypothesis 3 was only partially supported, this result provides support for findings 
of previous studies (e.g., Averill, 2001; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2003), which suggested that 
anger triggers negative responses in individuals. As well, this finding provides strong support 
for our proposition that anger demands expression and that it may be associated with a 
revenge response against the perpetrators. Specifically, results suggest that angry 
undergraduates are unlikely to forgive their professors, and are likely to respond toward their 
professors by seeking redress through indirect modes of revenge following an uncivil email 
encounter.  
 
2. Frustration to Forgiveness, Avoidance, Direct & Indirect Revenge 
Hypothesis 4 states that frustration is negatively related with forgiveness and direct 
revenge, and positively related with avoidance and indirect revenge. Results from Table 3.3 
suggest that this hypothesis was supported for forgiveness ( = -0.16, p < 0.05), and 
avoidance ( = 0.20, p < 0.01), but was not supported for direct revenge ( = -0.02, p > 0.10) 
and indirect revenge ( = 0.04, p > 0.10). Although no support was found for the revenge 
responses, this result corroborates findings of past research which suggested that frustrated 
individuals do not forgive the perpetrator, and will usually respond by distancing and 
avoiding the perpetrator (e.g., Campbell, 2002; Zellars et al., 2002). Specifically, results 
suggest that frustrated undergraduates are more likely to respond to a cyber transgression 
perpetrated by their professors by avoiding their professors. Frustrated undergraduates are 
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3.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS FOR STUDY ONE  
 Results from Study 1 suggest that emotions affect individual responses and provide 
strong evidence for our proposition that anger triggers a more intense response than 
frustration. Indeed, although both anger and frustration were found to be negatively associated 
with forgiveness, our findings suggest that anger was positively associated with indirect 
revenge while frustration was positively related to avoidance. Specifically, undergraduates 
who are angry are likely to get back at their professor through indirect modes of revenge such 
as spreading rumors and talking bad behind the professor’s back. On the other hand, frustrated 
undergraduates are more likely to respond by avoiding their professor. These results are 
consistent with past research (e.g., Averill, 2001; Speilberger & Reheiser, 2003), which 
suggested that although angry and frustrated people do not forgive their perpetrator; people 
who are frustrated tend to respond in more non-assertive ways such as avoiding the 
perpetrator after a negative encounter. Angry people, on the other hand, are more likely to 
respond in ways that will allow them to express their displeasure and discontentment towards 
the perpetrator.  
 
Although these results provide evidence for our proposition that different negative 
emotions may have differential predictive efficacies, data in Study 1 were obtained from an 
academic setting in which the research sample consisted mainly of undergraduates. As well, 
respondents in Study 1 responded to a hypothetical scenario that was provided to them. 
Individuals may, thus, behave differently in real-life work settings.   
 
As such, we built on and extended Study 1 by conducting Study 2 in an organizational 
setting, where data were obtained from individuals who are currently in the workforce. This 
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will provide the examination of the cyber incivility phenomenon in a more realistic sample. 
As well, in Study 2, individuals’ experiences of uncivil cyber workplace behaviors were 
assessed. A full structural model was also developed to examine the underlying processes 
through which employees responded to experiences of cyber incivility at the workplace. 
Replication of results of Hypotheses 3 and 4 in Study 2 will also strengthen the 
generalizability of our findings and increase the robustness of our results.  
 
In summary, this chapter examined the data collection process, measures, analyses and 
results of Study 1. As well, the first phase of the construction of a cyber incivility scale was 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  
STUDY TWO 
 
This chapter presents the research sample, data collection procedures, analyses, results 
and discussion of Study 2. Study 2 was conducted as an extension and follow-up to Study 1. 
The full structural model presented in Chapter 2 was developed and tested in Study 2.  
 
4.1 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
4.1.1 Sample & Procedures for Data Collection  
Data for Study 2 were collected using questionnaire surveys. Respondents comprised 
business executives and professionals in several organizations from a number of different 
industries. As well, we conducted a pre-test to elicit feedback regarding the clarity of the 
instructions, survey instruments and overall presentation of the survey prior to administration. 
Comments and suggestions obtained from the pre-test were used to refine the questionnaire.  
 
4.1.2 Questionnaire Surveys 
Potential participants were selected by drawing a random, stratified (by industry) 
sample from a list of company directories. A short briefing was then conducted to human 
resource managers at various organizations (e.g., finance, service, manufacturing) who agreed 
to participate prior to the distribution of the survey package. This package contained a cover 
letter, the survey instrument, and a stamped reply envelope. Respondents were requested to 
return the completed surveys sealed in the envelope that was provided. A total of 250 
questionnaire packages were distributed to the respondents and completed questionnaires 
were returned to the researchers over a time span of 8 weeks.  
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Among the 250 distributed questionnaires, 192 questionnaires provided usable data on 
all study variables, thereby yielding a response rate of about 76.8%. This response rate is 
comparable with those of studies that have examined interpersonal workplace mistreatment 
(e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; Tepper, 2000).  
 
4.2 INSTRUMENTATION 
 This section discusses Phase 2 of the development of the cyber incivility measure. As 
well, for the other variables, scales were adapted from past research where psychometric 
properties have already been fairly well established. The scales used in this study are 
presented in Appendix B.  
 
4.2.1 Phase 2 of Cyber Incivility Scale Development: Instrument Validation 
In this second phase, the 20 items generated from Study 1 were administered to two 
management professors and 20 MBAs to review for content validity. Items were reviewed in 
terms of whether it was consistent with the definition of incivility; that is, whether the item 
reflected (1) behavior that violates interpersonal norms of mutual respect and (2) behavior 
where the intention to harm is not readily apparent. Comments and suggestions obtained 
served as a basis for fine-tuning the scale. Subsequently, based on this feedback regarding 
clarity and appropriateness of individual items, we eliminated 6 items. This resulted in a final 
scale comprising 14 items. 
 
These final 14 items were then administered to respondents in Study 2. Respondents 
were asked to indicate the extent to which they experienced each of the listed behaviors from 
their immediate supervisor during the past year. This recall period is consistent with previous 
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incivility research (e.g., Martin & Hine, 2005), as well as recommendations of Arvey & 
Cavanaugh (1995), who suggested that a one-year recall period is appropriate for 
retrospective self-reports of organizational aversive events. Items were anchored on a 5-point 
Likert scale ranging from (1) Not at all to (5) All the time.  
 
We conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to ascertain the underlying factor 
structure for the 14 newly developed items. In line with recommendations from previous 
studies, the items were estimated using Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation as this method 
generally yields the most efficient parameter estimates (Byrne, 2001; Chou & Bentler, 1995). 
As well, oblique rotation was used as we believe that the underlying factors may be 
correlated. Two factors, accounting for 69 percent of the common variance, were extracted 
from the analysis. An examination of the two-factor structure suggested that they represented 
active and passive forms of cyber incivility. Specifically, the active cyber incivility factor 
explained 47 percent of the common variance while the passive cyber incivility factor 
explained 22 percent of the common variance. As well, a chi-square ratio (2/df) of 2.58 was 
obtained from the analysis. This value falls within the range of 2 to 5 recommended by Marsh 
& Hocevar (1985), thus indicating an acceptable fit of our model to the data. The factor 
loadings of the cyber incivility items are presented in Table 4.1.  
 
The first factor, “Active cyber incivility”, consists of 7 items. This factor comprises 
experiences of cyber incivility that are explicitly and openly targeted at the victim. Items 
relating to this form of cyber incivility include, “Made demeaning or derogatory remarks 
about you through email”, “Put you down or was condescending to you in some way through 
email” and “Used CAPS to shout at you through email”.  
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Table 4.1: Results of Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) for Cyber Incivility  




1. Said something hurtful to you through email  
 
0.95 
2. Inserted sarcastic or mean comments between paragraphs in emails  
 
0.90 
3. Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you through email. 
 
0.88 
4. Used emails to say negative things about you that he/she wouldn’t say to you  
    face-to-face 
 
0.88 
5. Sent you emails using a rude and discourteous tone  
 
0.82 
6. Put you down or was condescending to you in some way through email 
 
0.80 
7. Used CAPS to shout at you through email  
 
0.80 
Passive Cyber Incivility (Eigenvalue = 5.25, Variance Explained = 22%,  = 0.94) 
 
 
1. Not replying to your email at all 
 
0.90 
2. Replied to your emails but didn’t answer your queries 
 
0.84 
3. Paid little attention to a statement made by you through email or showed little interest in  
    your opinion 
 
0.81 
4. Ignored a request (e.g., schedule a meeting) that you made through email 
  
0.79 
5. Used emails for time sensitive messages (e.g., canceling or scheduling a meeting on  
    short notice) 
 
0.77 
6. Did not personally acknowledge receipt of your email even when an acknowledgement of  
    receipt was specifically requested for 
 
0.75 




The second factor, “Passive cyber incivility”, comprises 7 items. This factor consists 
of cyber incivility behaviors that are exhibited in an indirect manner such as showing little 
interest and displaying an unwillingness to communicate with the target. Examples of passive 
forms of cyber incivility include, “Ignored a request (e.g., schedule a meeting) that you made 
through email” and “Not replying to your email at all”.   
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According to Hinkin (1995), the most commonly accepted indicator of a measure’s 
reliability is its internal consistency. Thus, the reliability of the two-factor measure was 
assessed using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Crobach alphas of 0.95 and 0.94 were obtained 
for active and passive cyber incivility respectively, indicating high internal reliability and 
consistency for our cyber incivility items.  
 
4.2.2 Interactional Injustice 
This variable was assessed with the 6-item scale developed by Moorman (1991). A 
sample item includes, “My immediate supervisor treats me with kindness and consideration”. 
Items were scored from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree. These 6 items yielded a 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93, indicating high internal reliability.  
 
4.2.3 Gender Dissimilarity between Perpetrator & Target 
Respondents were asked to report their gender as well as the gender of their 
immediate supervisor. Gender dissimilarity was coded based on an examination of the 
reported gender of the respondents and their supervisors. Same sex dyads were coded as 0, 
while different sex dyads were coded as 1.  
 
4.2.4 Other Variables 
Study 2 utilized the same scales that were used in Study 1 to measure anger, 
frustration, forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge. The only difference was 
that the term “professor” used in Study 1 was changed to “immediate supervisor” in Study 2. 
The Cronbach alphas for these measures used in Study 2 were 0.97 (anger), 0.94 (frustration), 
0.95 (forgiveness), 0.95 (avoidance), 0.93 (direct revenge) and 0.95 (indirect revenge), 
indicating high inter-item consistency among the items of each study variable.  




The same three variables, namely, age of respondent (in years), gender of respondent 
(0 = male, 1 = female) and social desirability were used as covariates in Study 2. Similar to 
Study 1, social desirability was assessed using Strahan & Gerbasi’s (1972) scale. Items were 
anchored on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (5) Strongly Agree.  
 
4.3 ANALYSES & RESULTS 
4.3.1 Characteristics of Respondents   
Table 4.2 provides a summary of the demographic characteristics of respondents in 
Study 2. Of the 192 respondents, 63.5% percent were women. The average age of respondents 
was 30 years (SD = 7.4) and the average years of work experience was 7 years (SD = 7.8). 
Thirty-nine percent of the respondents were married.  
 
The majority of respondents were Chinese (92.2%) while Malays and Indians 
comprised 4.6% and 3.2% respectively. As well, about 42% of the respondents were 
employed in organizations in the finance industry, while 35.2% were from the service 
industry. The remaining 22.8% came from the manufacturing, education, information 
technology, construction and transport industries.  
 
Additionally, 50% of the respondents attained university degrees while 29.5% 
obtained diplomas from polytechnics. The rest of the respondents received education levels 
ranging from secondary school to junior college standard. Moreover, approximately half of 
the respondents received a monthly income of $2001 to $4000.  
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$2001 to $4000 
 
54.1 
$4001 to $6000 
 
15.8 
$6001 to $8000 
 
  2.0 
$8001 to $10000 
 
  3.4 
Above $10000   1.4 
 
*N = 192 
4.3.2 Descriptive & Correlational Analyses  
 
Means, standard deviations, reliability coefficients and coefficients of Study 2 
variables are presented in Table 4.3. The reliability coefficients of the scales used in this study 
were generally good, ranging from 0.84 to 0.97.  
 
Table 4.3 also shows the Pearson-product moment correlations for all key variables in 
Study 2. As expected, active and passive cyber incivility were found to be significantly and 
positively correlated with each other (r = 0.39). As well, active cyber incivility was 
significantly and positively correlated with interactional injustice (r = 0.54). Similarly, passive 
cyber incivility was found to be significantly and positively associated with interactional 
injustice (r = 0.34).  
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Table 4.3: Descriptives, Correlations & Reliabilities of Study 2 
 
  Mean SD 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1.   Active Cyber  
      Incivility  
 
1.55 0.77  (0.95)          
2.   Passive Cyber  
      Incivility  
 
2.11 0.91 0.39** (0.94)         
3.   Interactional 
      Injustice  
 
2.88 0.84 0.54** 0.34** (0.93)        
4.   Anger  
 
1.64 0.88 0.65** 0.37** 0.53**  (0.97)       
5.   Frustration 
 
2.55 0.89 0.39** 0.32** 0.42**  0.38**  (0.94)      
6.   Forgiveness 
 
2.87 0.94 -0.31** -0.20** -0.39**  -0.32** -0.37**  (0.95)     
7.   Avoidance 
 
3.08 0.97 -0.07  0.09  0.14*  -0.18**  0.42**  -0.19*  (0.95)    
8.   Direct  
      Revenge  
 
1.91 0.99 0.38**  0.09  0.31**   0.55** -0.03  -0.10 -0.23** (0.93)   
9.   Indirect  
      Revenge 
 
2.18 0.97 0.40**  0.32**  0.33**   0.47**  0.32**  -0.35** 0.15* 0.45** (0.95)  
10. Social 
      Desirability  
 
3.41 0.62 -0.06  0.09 -0.01  -0.07 -0.15*    0.03  -0.01  -0.05   -0.06 (0.84) 
N = 192, * p < 0.05   **p<0.01            
Reliabilities are shown in parentheses along the diagonal. 
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As hypothesized, interactional injustice was positively and significantly correlated 
with anger (r = 0.53) and frustration (r = 0.42). As well, consistent with our hypothesis, Table 
4.3 suggests that anger was significantly and negatively correlated with forgiveness (r = -0.32) 
and avoidance (r = -0.18), and significantly and positively correlated with direct revenge        
(r = 0.55) and indirect revenge (r = 0.47).  
 
As for frustration, correlational analyses suggest that frustration was significantly and 
negatively correlated with forgiveness (r = -0.37), and significantly and positively correlated 
with avoidance (r = 0.42) and indirect revenge (r = 0.32). However, frustration was not 
significantly correlated with direct revenge.  
 
Inter-variable correlations of 0.80 and above could indicate problems of 
multicollinearity (Gujarati, 1995). Multicollinearity problems could make it difficult to 
determine each independent variable’s unique contribution. The correlations between inter-
variables were 0.65 or below, suggesting that there was no such problem in Study 2.  
 
4.4 HYPOTHESES TESTING 
The structural equation modeling (SEM) technique was used to empirically examine 
the causal structure underlying the proposed relationships in Study 2. The AMOS 5.0 
software, a SEM program created by Arbuckle (2003), provides a powerful system to test and 
confirm various causal models using the technique of covariance structure analysis. The SEM 
technique is considered to be superior to other multivariate analyses because it is able to 
combine factor analysis, multiple regression and path analysis to test the research model 
(Arbuckle, 2003; Byrne, 2001). 
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Moderated regression analysis was then used to examine the moderating effect of 
gender dissimilarity between perpetrators and targets on the relationships between anger and 
individual responses, and between frustration and individual responses. To determine whether 
the patterns characterizing the interactions conform to the directions as proposed in the 
research hypotheses, the interaction effects were graphed in line with procedures 
recommended by Cohen & Cohen (1983). 
 
4.4.1 Overview of Structural Equation Modeling 
SEM is a statistical methodology that takes a hypothesis-testing approach to the 
multivariate analysis of a structural theory that bears on a particular phenomenon of interest 
(Byrne, 2001). SEM simultaneously investigates relationships and provides an overall 
assessment of the fit of a hypothesized model to the data, as well as tests of the individual 
hypotheses. It also allows a more direct translation of substantive theory into statistical 
practice, which means that relationships can be formulated and tested within a sophisticated 
network of relationships.  
 
For latent variables measured with single indicators, measurement error was taken into 
consideration by setting the path from the latent variable to the scale score equal to the 
product of the square root of the reliability and its standard deviation, and by setting the error 
variance equal to the product of the variance of the scale score and one minus the reliability 
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4.4.2 Assessment of Structural Model Fit 
The AMOS 5.0 program provides several indices to assess the overall fit of the model. 
However, there exists no single agreed-upon indicator of fit and thus, a variety of fit statistics 
have been reported in the literature (Medsker, Williams & Holahon, 1994). In this study, we 
will report the fit indices that have been traditionally used by researchers in past studies. 
Specifically, the chi-square ratio (2/df; Marsh & Hocevar, 1985), Normed Fit Index (NFI; 
Bentler & Bonett, 1980), Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler, 1990), and Goodness-of-Fit 
Index (GFI; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1984), will be examined here for the following reasons.  
 
The chi-square statistic (2), which indicates the degree of model fit, will be reported 
in this study. More specifically, it summarizes discrepancies between the sample covariance 
matrix and the one predicted by the model being measured (Williams & Podsakoff, 1989). 
Ideally, it should be non-significant. However, Tharenou (1993) noted that the chi-square 
statistic is sensitive to sample size and model complexity. In light of this, we report the      
chi-square ratio (2/df), which adjusts for model complexity. In general, a chi-square ratio 
between 2 and 5 indicates acceptable fit (Marsh & Hocevar, 1985).  
             
As well, the NFI is reported in this study as it is an index that has been largely used to 
assess the fit of a given model (Gassenheimer, Calantone, Schmitz & Robicheaux, 1994). 
However, the NFI is also sensitive to sample size. To overcome this problem, Bentler (1990) 
then revised the NFI to take sample size into account and hence, proposed the comparative fit 
index (CFI).  
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The CFI not only accounts for sample size but also compensates for underestimation 
of fit found in the NFI (Gassenheimer et al., 1994). This notion is supported by Byrne (2001), 
who suggested that the CFI should be the index of choice when assessing the overall fit of a 
model. We also reported the GFI, which is relatively stable in samples smaller than 200 (Hu 
& Bentler, 1995). In general, values of 0.90 and above for the NFI, CFI and GFI indicate a 
good fit of the model (Byrne, 2001; Gassenheimer et al., 1994).  
 
4.4.3 Results of Structural Equation Modeling 
The research model was analyzed based on a total sample size of 192 respondents. 
Results suggest that our hypothesized model yielded a good fit [2 (26, 192) = 93.23], with 
high NFI (0.90), CFI (0.90) and GFI (0.93) values. The chi-square ratio also indicates a good 
fit (3.58).  
 
Consistent with Anderson & Gerbing’s (1988) recommendations, we then assessed the 
absolute fit of our hypothesized model by conducting nested models comparison. First, we 
compared our hypothesized model to (1) a null model, in which all correlations among 
variables are zero; (2) a less constrained model, namely a model whereby paths were added 
from interactional injustice to forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge. This will 
enable us to test if perceptions of interactional injustice exert an effect on forgiveness, 
avoidance, direct and indirect revenge in addition to the effect of anger and frustration on 
forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge; and (3) a more constrained model, 
whereby the paths from the less constrained model (i.e., interactional injustice to forgiveness, 
avoidance, direct and indirect revenge) were retained but the paths from anger and frustration 
to forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge were removed. By removing these 
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paths, we will be able to test if the emotions of anger and frustration are indeed of 
significance to our theoretical model. The differences among the models were then evaluated 
based on the sequential chi-square difference test (SCDT), which examines the differences in 
chi-square (2) between two nested models (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). A significant 
difference in chi-square (2) between two models suggests a substantial improvement in 
model fit. Results of the fit of the nested models are summarized in Table 4.4. 
 
Table 4.4: SCDT for Nested Models 
Model 
 








































































M4 – M2 = 107.61* 
 
N = 192, *p < 0.01 
 
As seen in Table 4.4, the 2 value for the null model was very high                            
[2 (66, 192) = 733.03], indicating a significant misfit of the null model with the data. Thus, 
this provides support for the existence of the hypothesized relationships. Following that, we 
evaluated the less constrained model (Model 3) against our hypothesized model. As depicted 
in Table 4.4, the chi-square difference between the two models was not significant             
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[2(4) = 9.26, p > 0.05]. This suggests that the added paths (interactional injustice to 
forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge) did not contribute significantly to model 
fit, thus, indicating the acceptance of our more parsimonious hypothesized model.  
 
Next, we evaluated our hypothesized model against a more constrained model (Model 
4). In this model, we retained the paths in the less constrained model, but deleted the paths 
from anger and frustration to forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge. Results in 
Table 4.4 suggest that the hypothesized model was a significant improvement over the more 
constrained model [2(4) = 107.61, p < 0.01]. This implies that the removed paths were 
important. Stated alternatively, the emotions of anger and frustration are important in 
predicting individual responses to uncivil emails, as hypothesized in our original model. 
Therefore, this lends further support to our hypothesized model.  
 
Taken together, the nested models comparison results suggest that the hypothesized 
model fits the observed data, and is both statistically and substantively viable. Results of the 
hypothesized model are shown in Figure 4.1, with all parameter estimates statistically 
significant at p = 0.01.  
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
2 [26, 192] = 93.23, p < 0.05 
χ2/df = 3.58 
NFI = 0.90 
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4.4.4 Results of Moderated Regression Analyses  
Moderated regression results show that gender dissimilarity between perpetrators and 
targets did not interact with anger in predicting forgiveness ( R2 = 0.00, p > 0.10), avoidance                                   
( R2 = 0.00, p > 0.10), direct revenge ( R2 = 0.00, p > 0.10), and indirect revenge           
( R2 = 0.01, p > 0.10). Therefore, our findings suggest that gender differences in supervisor-
employee dyads do not impact how angry employees respond toward their supervisors 
following a cyber transgression. These results are shown in Tables 4.5-4.8.   
 
Table 4.5: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
            Forgiveness  
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 





   
Age 
 
 0.12   0.17*  0.17* 
Social Desirability  
 
             0.06              0.12 0.12 
Main Variables 
 
   
Anger 
 
   -0.32**   -0.30* 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
             -0.09 -0.09 
Interaction 
 
   
Anger X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
   0.03 
R2 
 
0.01             0.12  0.12 
R2 
 
   0.11**  0.00 
F              9.05  0.01 
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Table 4.6: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
            Avoidance  
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 





   
Age 
 
 -0.21** -0.20* -0.20* 
Social Desirability  
 
           -0.03            -0.04            -0.04 
Main Variables  
 
   
Anger 
 
            -0.16*            -0.12 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
            -0.03            -0.03 
Interaction 
 
   
Anger X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
  0.01 
R2 
 
0.05 0.08 0.08 
R2 
 
   0.03* 0.00 
F 
 
 2.99 0.03 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4.7: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
               Direct Revenge 
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 





   
Age 
 
   0.19**  0.16**  0.16** 
Social Desirability  
 
           -0.10           -0.06            -0.05 
Main Variables  
 
   
Anger 
 
             0.55**   0.59** 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
            -0.01            -0.01 
Interaction 
 
   
Anger X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
             -0.05 
R2 
 
0.03             0.33             0.33 
R2 
 
   0.30**             0.00 
F 
 
            41.43             0.06 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4.8: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
               Indirect Revenge 
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 





   
Age 
 
  0.16*             0.11             0.11 
Social Desirability  
 
            -0.11           -0.05            -0.06 
Main Variables  
 
   
Anger 
 
   0.44**   0.59** 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
             0.05             0.05 
Interaction 
 
   
Anger X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
             -0.12 
R2 
 
0.03  0.22             0.23 
R2 
 
     0.19**             0.01 
F 
 
 17.92             1.53 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
As seen in Table 4.9, our results also show that gender dissimilarity between 
supervisors and employees did not interact with frustration to predict direct revenge                              
( R2 = 0.00, p > 0.10). However, results provided support for the interaction effect between 
gender dissimilarity and frustration in predicting forgiveness ( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05), 
avoidance ( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05), and indirect revenge ( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05). These results 
are shown in Tables 4.10-4.12.  
 
As well, Figures 4.2-4.4 show the moderator graphs for the significant interaction 
results. We predicted that the relationship between frustration and individual responses will 
become stronger when there is gender dissimilarity between employees and their supervisors. 
However, contrary to our prediction, the plotted graphs suggested that the pattern of 
                                                                                                                          CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY TWO 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
65 
interaction was in the opposite of the proposed directions. That is, the relationships between 
frustration and forgiveness, frustration and avoidance, and frustration and indirect revenge 
were stronger when there is gender similarity between employees and supervisors.   
 
Table 4.9: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
                 Direct Revenge 
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 





   
Age 
 
     0.19**            0.18**  0.18** 
Social Desirability  
 
-0.10           -0.10            -0.10 
Main Variables  
 
   
Frustration 
 
           -0.01             0.10 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
            0.02             0.02 
Interaction 
 
   
Frustration X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
             -0.12 
R2 
 
0.03            0.03             0.03 
R2 
 
            0.00             0.00 
F 
 
            0.07             0.30 
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Table 4.10: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
            Forgiveness  
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 
Standardized   
(Step 3) 
 
Controls    
Age 
 
  0.12 0.12  0.12 
Social Desirability  
 
  0.06              0.12  0.12 
Main Variables 
 
   
Frustration 
 
   -0.41**    -0.51** 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
             -0.10 -0.10 
Interaction 
 
   
Frustration X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
   0.16* 
R2 
 
0.01  0.19 0.21 
R2 
 
     0.18**  0.02* 
F  15.54 2.94 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
Figure 4.2: Relationship between Forgiveness and Frustration for 
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Table 4.11: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
 
            Avoidance  
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 
Standardized   
(Step 3) 
 
Controls    
Age 
 
  -0.21**  -0.19**  -0.18** 
Social Desirability  
 
            -0.03            -0.04            -0.04 
Main Variables    
Frustration 
 
   0.52**   0.59** 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
            -0.03            -0.03 
Interaction 
 
   
Frustration X Gender Dissimilarity  
 
   -0.14* 
R2 
 
             0.05             0.31 0.33 
R2 
 
   0.26**   0.02* 
F  27.53  2.78 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
Figure 4.3: Relationship between Avoidance and Frustration for 
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Table 4.12: Results for Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator  
 
                  Dependent Variable: 
 
 
                Indirect Revenge 
 
Independent Variables Standardized   
(Step 1) 
Standardized   
(Step 2) 
 
Standardized   
(Step 3) 
 
Controls    
Age 
 
0.16* 0.16*  0.17* 
Social Desirability  
 
            -0.11             -0.06             -0.06 
Main Variables     
Frustration 
 
    0.30**    0.37** 
Gender Dissimilarity 
 
               0.05 0.05 
Interaction 
 
   
Frustration X Gender 
Dissimilarity  
 
  -0.15* 
R2 
 
0.03 0.10 0.12 
R2 
 
    0.07**  0.02* 
F  6.39 2.87 
N = 192, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
Figure 4.4: Relationship between Indirect Revenge and Frustration for 
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4.5 DISCUSSION 
This section discusses the main findings of Study 2. 
 
1. Active & Passive Cyber Incivility to Interactional Injustice  
As the standardized coefficient in Figure 4.1 suggests, active cyber incivility was 
significantly and positively related to interactional injustice ( = 0.61, p < 0.01). Similarly, 
results in Figure 4.1 suggest that passive cyber incivility and interactional injustice were 
significantly and positively related (( = 0.39, p < 0.01). Moreover, as hypothesized, active 
cyber incivility was more strongly associated with interactional injustice compared to passive 
cyber incivility. Thus, this result lends support to Hypothesis 1 (Active and passive cyber 
incivility are positively related with interactional injustice. Active cyber incivility will have a 
stronger relationship with interactional injustice compared to passive cyber incivility). This 
finding is in line with past research which suggested that uncivil and disrespectful acts are 
commonly perceived to be interactionally unjust (e.g., Miller, 2001; Tepper, 2000).  
 
2. Interactional Injustice to Anger & Frustration 
 
The standardized coefficient shown in Figure 4.1 suggests that interactional injustice 
was positively and significantly related to anger ( = 0.63, p < 0.01), as well as frustration                      
( = 0.48, p < 0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 2 (Interactional injustice is positively related with anger 
and frustration) receives empirical support. Consistent with research on emotions               
(e.g., Spector, 1998; Spector & Fox, 2002), this finding provides compelling evidence 
suggesting that events perceived to violate interactional justice at the workplace do trigger 
negative emotions in employees.  
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3. Anger to Forgiveness, Avoidance, Direct & Indirect Revenge 
As the standardized coefficients in Figure 4.1 suggest, anger was significantly and 
negatively associated with forgiveness ( = -0.26, p < 0.01), and avoidance                            
( = -0.26, p < 0.01). As well, anger was found to be positively and significantly related with 
direct revenge ( = 0.54, p < 0.01), and indirect revenge ( = 0.33, p < 0.01). Therefore, 
Hypothesis 3 (Anger is negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, and positively 
related with direct and indirect revenge), is fully supported.  
 
This finding provides empirical support that anger involves high activation and that 
angry individuals are less likely to respond to an interpersonal mistreatment encounter by 
avoiding the perpetrator (e.g., Johnson et al., 2000). Instead, in line with past research       
(e.g., Averill, 2001; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2003), our results suggest that angry individuals 
tend to respond by seeking revenge against the perpetrator. Specifically, results suggest that in 
the aftermath of a cyber transgression perpetrated by their supervisors, angry employees are 
not likely to forgive and not likely to avoid. Rather, they will seek redress through direct as 
well as indirect modes of revenge against their supervisors.  
 
4. Frustration to Forgiveness, Avoidance, Direct & Indirect Revenge 
Results depicted in Figure 4.1 suggest that frustration was significantly and negatively 
associated with forgiveness ( = -0.32, p < 0.01), and direct revenge ( = -0.19, p < 0.01). As 
well, frustration was found to be positively and significantly related with avoidance               
( = 0.56, p < 0.01), and indirect revenge ( = 0.22, p < 0.01). Therefore, Hypothesis 4 
(Frustration is negatively related with forgiveness and direct revenge, and positively related 
with avoidance and indirect revenge), is fully supported.  
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This finding adds to results of past studies (e.g., Campbell, 2002; Zellars et al., 2002), 
which suggested that frustrated individuals often respond to aversive events through 
avoidance and indirect ways of retaliation such as spreading rumors or talking bad behind the 
perpetrators’ back. As well, this result corroborates conclusions of previous studies which 
suggested that frustrated individuals are less inclined to engage in direct modes of retaliation 
behavior such as confronting their perpetrators (e.g., Perrewe & Zellars, 1999; Roseman et al., 
1994). Specifically, results suggest that in the aftermath of a cyber incivility encounter 
perpetrated by their supervisors, frustrated employees are not likely to forgive and not likely 
to engage in direct modes of revenge. Rather, they will choose to avoid their supervisor as 
well as seek redress through indirect modes of revenge.  
 
5. Gender Dissimilarity as a Moderator between Negative Emotions & Responses  
As mentioned in Section 4.4.4, the interaction effect between gender dissimilarity and 
anger in predicting forgiveness, avoidance, direct and indirect revenge, were not supported. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 5a (When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee dyads, 
anger will be more strongly and negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, and more 
strongly and positively related with direct and indirect revenge, compared to targets in gender 
similar supervisor-employee dyads) did not receive empirical support.  
 
Hypothesis 5b states that: When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee 
dyads, frustration will be more strongly and negatively related with forgiveness and direct 
revenge, and more strongly and positively related with avoidance and indirect revenge, 
compared to targets in gender similar supervisor-employee dyads. Results provided support 
for the interaction effect between gender dissimilarity and frustration in predicting forgiveness                          
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( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05 as seen in Table 4.10), avoidance ( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05 as seen in 
Table 4.11), and indirect revenge ( R2 = 0.02, p < 0.05 as seen in Table 4.12). However, 
gender dissimilarity did not interact with frustration in predicting direct revenge                 
( R2 = 0.00, p > 0.10 as seen in Table 4.9). This result suggests that supervisor-employee 
gender dissimilarity does not moderate the significant negative relationship between 
frustration and direct revenge. A plausible explanation for this is that frustration often 
activates withdrawal rather than confrontational responses such as direct revenge (Perrewe & 
Zellars, 1999). Specifically, frustrated employees are less likely to seek direct revenge. 
Rather, they prefer to avoid and distance themselves from the perpetrator (Zellars et al., 
2002). Due to the activation of withdrawal responses by frustration, it is likely that employees 
feeling frustrated may simply refrain from engaging in a direct revenge response towards their 
supervisors, regardless of prior feelings of like/dislike for the perpetrator.  
 
As well, as shown in the graphs depicted in Figures 4.2-4.4, the patterns of interaction 
were reverse to the proposed directions. Findings suggest that in same sex                   
supervisor-employee dyads, frustration was more strongly and negatively associated with 
forgiveness, and more strongly and positively associated with avoidance and indirect revenge. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was only partially supported.  
 
While a large number of studies (e.g., Duffy & Ferrier, 2003; Pelled & Xin, 2000; 
Weber, 1994) have suggested that negative effects are accentuated when gender-dissimilar 
supervisors exhibit negative leader behaviors, our finding is noteworthy in that it deviates 
from the conclusions of past studies.  Our results suggest that the negative effects of cyber 
incivility are exacerbated in gender similar supervisor-subordinate dyads. We argue that 
                                                                                                                          CHAPTER FOUR: STUDY TWO 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
73 
individuals in same sex supervisor-employee dyads may hold higher expectations of their 
similar gender supervisors. As individuals tend to perceive that they share some common 
values and beliefs, and are able to better identify with similar others (e.g., Pelled & Xin, 1997; 
Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989), employees may expect same sex supervisors to understand them 
better. As well, these higher expectations may lead employees to have lower thresholds for 
any transgression or negative leader behaviors exhibited by same sex supervisors. Hence, 
when employees experience cyber incivility, they might feel betrayed and more hurt when the 
perpetrator is similar in gender to themselves. This is due to the higher expectations that 
employees have as well as the decreased threshold levels for negative leader behaviors 
exhibited by similar gender supervisors. Consequently, this increased sense of hurt, harm and 
damage to oneself may have triggered employees with same sex supervisors to react and 
respond to their supervisors more strongly compared to employees who have different sex 
supervisors. 
 
 Finally, results of moderating regression further suggest support for our proposition 
that anger is a more intense negative emotion compared to frustration. Specifically, the non-
significant interactive effect of gender dissimilarity and anger in predicting individual 
responses suggests that when anger is aroused, factors that may have otherwise influenced 
prior liking for the perpetrator are suppressed. Being a ‘hotter’ and more intense negative 
emotion, anger invariably demands some form of expression (Brehm, 1999). Indeed, our 
findings suggest that anger is an emotion which is so intense that it drives individuals to do 
something to right the wrong, despite feelings of prior liking for same sex supervisors.  
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In contrast, the significant interaction effect between gender dissimilarity and 
frustration suggests that when frustration is experienced, prior feelings and attitudes for the 
perpetrator do still play a role in influencing the degree to which employees respond towards 
their supervisor. In this case, results suggest that gender dissimilarity may help to mitigate the 
negative responses that are associated with feelings of frustration. Thus, this implies that in 
the case of frustration, it is possible that prior feelings for the perpetrator may come into play 
and help to lessen and neutralise the potential negative effects of individual responses.  
 
Taken together, our results suggest that anger is such an intense negative emotion that 
when it is experienced, individuals will choose to focus on the emotion of anger itself, 
neglecting prior feelings of like or dislike for the perpetrator. Indeed, research on anger 
among young children found that anger makes children focus on instrumental goals i.e., to 
right the wrong (Lemerise, Harper, Caverly & Hobgood, 1998). Lemerise (1998) and 
colleagues also found that angry children were less concerned about whether they were liked 
by others. Thus, it is not surprising that anger, being a ‘hotter’ negative emotion, negates the 
effects of other factors in influencing individual responses. However, in the case of 
frustration, factors that affect prior feelings of like/dislike for the perpetrator may play a role 
in influencing how employees respond to supervisors who have wronged them. Thus, these 
results provide compelling evidence that anger is a more intense emotion than frustration.  
 
In closing, this chapter presented the research methodology, data collection 
procedures, results and findings of Study 2. Following this, the next chapter will provide a 
summary of the results of both studies and discuss the implications of this research. 
Limitations and directions for future research will also be presented in the concluding chapter. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter summarizes the results and discusses the implications and limitations of 
this research. Several areas which warrant further investigation are also highlighted.  
 
5.1 SUMMARY OF RESEARCH FINDINGS 
This study builds on and contributes to research on workplace incivility by examining 
cyber uncivil behaviors at the workplace. As well, this study represents an initial research 
effort to utilize the affective events perspective as the building block to help us understand the 
differential impact of different negative emotions on people’s responses to cyber incivility. 
The present research adopted an integrative approach towards the study of the cyber incivility 
phenomenon. Specifically, drawing from research on justice, emotions and workplace 
incivility, we developed a research model which examined the mechanisms underlying cyber 
incivility and individuals’ responses to it. Results of this study provide encouraging evidence 
for utilizing the affective events framework as a theoretical perspective in explaining why and 
how individuals may respond towards the perpetrator in different ways.  
 
Although the hypothesized relationships were partially supported in Study 1, results 
provided support for our proposition that anger and frustration may have differential 
predictive efficacies. In Study 2 where we examined a full structural model, the fit indices of 
our research model fell within acceptable ranges and all the hypothesized main effects among 
the variables were empirically supported. As for the two moderator hypotheses, one was 
partially supported (i.e., frustration), while the other (i.e., anger) did not receive empirical 
support. Table 5.1 summarizes the results of this research.   
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Table 5.1: Summary of Research Findings 
Hypotheses Study 1 Study 2 
H1:  Active and passive cyber incivility are positively related with 
interactional injustice. Active cyber incivility will have a 
stronger relationship with interactional injustice compared to 










H3:  Anger is negatively related with forgiveness and avoidance, 






H4:  Frustration is negatively related with forgiveness and direct 








H5a: When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee 
dyads, anger will be more strongly and negatively related with 
forgiveness and avoidance, and more strongly and positively 
related with direct and indirect revenge, compared to targets 




H5b: When targets are in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee 
dyads, frustration will be more strongly and negatively related 
with forgiveness and direct revenge, and more strongly and 
positively related with avoidance and indirect revenge, 






-- Indicates that the hypothesized relationship was not examined in Study 1.  
  +   No support was found for avoidance and direct revenge for H3 in Study 1. 
  ^   No support was found for direct and indirect revenge for H4 in Study 1. 
  #
 
 No support was found for direct revenge, and the graphs were in the opposite of the proposed  
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Our results suggest that experiences of active and passive cyber incivility from 
immediate supervisors engender perceptions of interactional injustice. This result supports 
findings of previous studies that disrespectful and uncivil behaviors are perceived as a source 
of threat and harm to one’s personal well-being and are evaluated as unjust (e.g., Cortina et 
al., 2001; Miller, 2001). This result also adds to the workplace incivility literature by 
reinforcing conclusions of previous studies that although low in intensity, uncivil behaviors 
violate norms of mutual respect and have the potential to cause harm to individuals who 
experience it.   
 
Interestingly, our findings suggest that active cyber incivility was more strongly 
associated with interactional injustice compared to passive incivility. A plausible explanation 
for this is that active cyber incivility consists of behaviors that are more directly and openly 
targeted at victims such as demeaning and saying something hurtful through emails, while 
passive cyber incivility involves uncivil behaviors that are displayed in a less aggressive and 
direct manner such as through procrastination and an unwillingness to communicate. As such, 
it is not surprising that active cyber uncivil behaviors that are perceived to hurt and cause 
insult tend to evoke a stronger sense of perceived interactional injustice compared to more 
passive forms of cyber uncivil behaviors. As well, our results suggest that perceived 
interactional injustice was associated with anger and frustration, thus lending support to the 
affective events perspective that negative emotions will ensue when an interpersonal 
encounter is assessed negatively (e.g., Spector, 1998; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996).  
 
Moreover, our results across two independent study samples suggest that anger and 
frustration have differential impact on individuals’ responses, and that anger triggers more 
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intense responses compared to frustration in the aftermath of cyber incivility experiences. 
Specifically, results from Study 1 revealed that angry and frustrated undergraduates are 
unlikely to forgive professors who have subjected them to uncivil email experiences. More 
interestingly, results suggest that angry undergraduates are likely to get back at their professor 
through indirect modes of revenge such as spreading rumors and talking bad behind the 
professor’s back, while frustrated undergraduates are more likely to respond by avoiding their 
professor. These results are consistent with past research which suggests that although angry 
and frustrated people do not forgive their perpetrator; people who are frustrated tend to 
respond in more passive ways such as avoiding, hiding their feelings and keeping to 
themselves after a negative encounter as opposed to angry people, who will seek to express 
their unhappiness and dissatisfaction in some manner (e.g., Averill, 2001; Zellars et al., 2002).  
 
Similarly, in the employee sample (Study 2), both anger and frustration were found to 
be negatively related to forgiveness. However, results suggest that angry employees will not 
avoid the perpetrator but will seek redress through indirect (i.e., spread rumors, report to third 
parties) as well as direct (i.e., tit-for-tat responses, confront perpetrator) modes of revenge 
against their supervisors. On the other hand, Study 2 results suggest that frustrated employees 
are less likely to engage in direct modes of revenge, but will respond by avoiding their 
supervisor as well as express their unhappiness towards their supervisors through an indirect 
manner. Thus, results of Study 2 suggest that anger demands expression and often involves 
high activation while frustrated individuals prefer to distance and extricate themselves from 
the perpetrator and aversive situation as quickly as possible (Campbell, 2002; Zellars et al., 
2002). Taken together, results of Study 1 and 2 provide compelling evidence in support of our 
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proposition that different negative emotions may be linked to different individual responses 
following an interpersonal mistreatment event.  
  
Further, a comparison of the results of Study 1 and 2 suggests that students and 
employees differ in the way they responded towards their perpetrator. More specifically, 
angry students engaged in indirect revenge while angry employees sought direct as well as 
indirect revenge. Frustrated students responded by avoiding the perpetrator while frustrated 
employees avoided and sought indirect revenge against the perpetrator. Taken together, these 
findings suggest that for both emotions, employees responded towards the perpetrator more 
strongly than students. A plausible explanation for this is that students share a less intense 
relationship with their professors. Indeed, communication between students and professors on 
a day-to-day basis is relatively limited compared to communication between employees and 
their supervisors. As well, students’ interaction with professors are often limited to a semester 
or so, usually bounded by the modules students enrolled for. Therefore, any work relationship 
between students and professors (e.g., discussion of assignments, feedback report) in a given 
period will be brief. As such, students may be less likely to be reminded of the transgression 
and will find it easier to put the negative experience behind them.   
 
On the other hand, employees share a more intense and enduring relationship with 
their supervisors. Employees have more frequent exchanges with their supervisors and they 
might meet in the office everyday. As well, physical distance may play a part. The thought of 
being in the same office or just a few cubicles away from the perpetrator may lead employees 
to be constantly reminded of the experienced cyber transgression. As such, it is possible that 
employees may find it more difficult to put the negative experience behind them. Taken 
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together, these possibilities could have triggered a more severe response from employees 
compared to students, even when they experienced similar negative emotions such as anger 
and frustration. Thus, our results show that angry students behaved differently towards the 
perpetrator of cyber incivility compared to angry employees. Similarly, frustrated students 
behaved differently compared to frustrated employees.  
 
Results of moderating regression suggest that gender dissimilarity interacts with 
frustration in predicting forgiveness, avoidance and indirect revenge. Interestingly, our results 
suggest that contrary to initial prediction, it is gender similarity between employees and their 
supervisors, and not dissimilarity, that strengthens the negative relationship between 
frustration and forgiveness. As well, gender similarity strengthens the positive relationship 
between frustration and avoidance, and between frustration and indirect revenge. These 
results suggest that employees who feel frustrated due to experiences of cyber incivility 
perpetrated by similar gender supervisors are less likely to forgive, and more likely to avoid 
and engage in indirect forms of revenge towards their supervisors, compared to frustrated 
employees with different sex supervisors.  
 
Although several past studies have received support suggesting that negative effects 
are exacerbated in gender dissimilar supervisor-employee dyads (e.g., Duffy & Ferrier, 2003; 
Pelled & Xin, 2000; Weber, 1994), the interestingly opposite effect found in this study could 
be due to employees having higher expectations from same sex supervisors. Expectations that 
same sex supervisors share similar values and understand them better (e.g., Pelled & Xin, 
1997; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989) may have resulted in employees being less tolerant and 
forgiving of their same sex supervisors when they exhibit negative supervisory behaviors. 
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Thus, these employees may experience an increased sense of hurt and harm when they 
realized that they have been treated inappropriately by their same sex supervisor. As such, 
employees may react more strongly when they experience interpersonal mistreatment from a 
gender similar supervisor compared to a dissimilar supervisor.  
 
As well, it is notable that no support was found for the interaction effects between 
anger and gender dissimilarity in predicting individual responses. This finding is noteworthy 
as it reinforces the notion that anger is a more intense emotion compared to frustration. 
Indeed, the non-significant interaction suggests that when anger is activated, the emotion is so 
strong and intense that gender similarities or differences with one’s supervisor do not help to 
mitigate or enhance the effects of the responses from the victims. However, results suggest 
that in the case of frustration, gender dissimilarity with one’s supervisor may help to reduce 
the effects of negative individual responses. Thus, results from our moderator hypotheses are 
instructive in that they further support our theorizing that different intensity of negative 
emotions may affect the way individuals respond towards their perpetrator, in the aftermath of 
a personal offense.  
 
5.2 RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS 
Results of this research offer several theoretical and practical implications for 
managers and organizations. First, this research builds on and contributes to research on 
workplace incivility by examining cyber uncivil behaviors at the workplace.  In doing so, our 
study expands the scope of the workplace incivility literature as well as furthers our 
understanding of the processes underlying cyber incivility and individuals’ responses to it. As 
well, this study contributes to the incivility literature by developing and constructing an 
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instrument to measure cyber incivility. With the availability of this cyber incivility measure, 
future studies may use this scale to assess cyber forms of workplace incivility in addition to 
non-electronic uncivil behaviors at the workplace.  
 
Second, this study represents an initial research effort to utilize affective events theory 
as the building block to help us understand the differential impact of different negative 
emotions on people’s responses to cyber incivility. A notable contribution of our research is 
that we tease apart the predictive efficacy of anger and frustration in affecting people’s 
responses to cyber incivility.  Existing studies have largely examined emotions such as anger 
and frustration as a single composite variable, labeling them as negative emotions.  
 
Our study contributes to and expands the scope of the stream of research on emotions 
by demonstrating that anger elicits different responses from frustration. Being a “hotter” 
negative emotion, our results from both studies showed that anger elicited a more intense 
negative response compared to frustration. In examining the differential predictive efficacy of 
anger and frustration on individual responses to acts of cyber transgression, our research helps 
to deepen theoretical and practical understanding of why people behave in certain ways when 
they perceived that they have been wronged. In particular, the differential impact of anger and 
frustration on individual responses were found in studies 1 and 2 which were independent and 
examined different samples. Thus, this increase the robustness and generalizability of our 
findings, and provide compelling evidence for our theorizing that different negative emotions 
may affect the way individuals respond towards their perpetrator, in the aftermath of a 
personal offense. 
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Third, our finding that both forms of cyber incivility -active and passive- trigger 
perceptions of interactional injustice have practical relevance in that it suggests that email 
users need to be mindful of their netiquette when communicating via emails at the workplace. 
Due to the lack of contextual and social cues, there is little opportunity for email recipients to 
seek immediate clarification and feedback. Thus, senders of emails have to be careful with the 
tone of their messages at all times.  This can be done by carefully reading through emails and 
exercising restraint before clicking on the send button. Alternatively, individuals could delay 
sending off nasty emails in the heat of the moment and, instead, allow for a “cooling-off” 
period. In doing so, email users will be able to minimize inappropriate comments and 
language, reduce potential misunderstanding, and consequently, avert cyber incivility.  
 
Of note is that our results suggest that even passive forms of cyber incivility generate 
perceptions of interactional unfairness. In keeping with this, managers and employees alike 
should make an effort to respond to the emails that they received. As well, it is not advisable 
to use emails to convey time-sensitive messages such as last-minute cancellations or 
postponement of a meeting. This suggests a lack of respect and consideration towards 
recipients of the email.  
 
Fourth, since our results suggest that anger and frustration elicit responses that are 
non-relationship enhancing, employees can be taught to de-personalize and express their 
negative emotions in “interest-oriented” rather than “rights-oriented” manner that have been 
found to reverse conflict episodes (Brett, Shapiro & Lytle, 1998). Minimizing the negative 
emotions associated with episodes of cyber incivility presents an important first step in 
averting the emergence of toxic relationships, and consequently, a toxic work climate.       
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Fifth, our results demonstrate that cyber incivility experiences may arouse negative 
emotions in individuals. In turn, these emotions activate negative responses. Hence, 
organizations may want to consider establishing explicit policies and expectations for 
electronic workplace communications so as to curtail occurrences of cyber incivility at the 
workplace. Our study showed that only 40 percent of respondents reported that their 
organizations have policies regarding the use of emails. Thirty-two percent were not even 
aware if their employing organizations had such email policies. These descriptive findings are 
instructive in that they suggest that policies regarding use of emails to prevent inappropriate 
use, prohibit inappropriate language and conduct are much needed at the workplace. This is 
important as implementing these policies help to provide guidance for day-to-day conduct 
where email communications are concerned. However, companies should be mindful that 
even the most thorough and well-drafted policies are ineffective if not widely and repeatedly 
communicated. Thus, seminars, training and retraining sessions to ensure employees’ 
awareness and comprehension of these policies are crucial. 
 
Sixth, organizations may want to consider creating a platform where employees can 
discuss any difficulties that they may face when communicating via emails. For instance, 
employees who are not familiar with certain norms and conventions of email usage may 
discuss their problems and obtain information from other employees who are more 
experienced with the electronic medium. By providing organizational employees with 
opportunities to contribute and air their views concerning appropriate email usage, there will 
be greater knowledge and consensus regarding netiquette and acceptable behaviors for 
electronic communications, thereby reducing the occurrences and incidences of cyber 
incivility at the workplace.  
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Finally, since individuals do not usually report incivility encounters perpetrated by 
supervisors to the organization, human resource managers may want to regularly encourage 
employees’ feedback on their supervisors. This would facilitate early identification of the 
perpetrator and may help to prevent the problem from escalating. As well, early detection will 
allow human resource managers to assist the particular manager appropriately deal with 
interpersonal conflict with his/her subordinates. 
 
5.3 LIMITATIONS & FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS  
Several limitations of the present research should be acknowledged. First, its cross-
sectional nature precludes drawing definite causal inferences about the relationships among 
variables. To make strong causal inferences, a longitudinal methodology would be needed. 
Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that we replicated our findings with regard to the differential 
impact of anger and frustration on individual responses to cyber incivility, across two separate 
studies and completely independent samples. As such, our 2-study approach does serve to 
increase the robustness and strengthen the generalizability of our findings. 
 
Second, data in this research were collected using single source, self-reported 
methodology. Although the nature of the variables in the present research renders the use of 
self-reports as appropriate, relying fully on self-reported data raises the possibility that results 
may be inflated due to common method variance. To overcome this limitation, we conducted 
the Harmon one-factor test to see if there was a common factor running across all the items as 
suggested by Podsakoff & Organ (1986). We did not find any such overarching (method) 
factor, thereby making it less likely that the observed relations are to a great extent due to 
common method variance. Specifically, the 6 variables examined in Study 1 loaded on 6 
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separate factors and the 9 variables in Study 2 loaded on 9 separate factors. Since gender 
dissimilarity between supervisors and employees was a single item measure, it was not 
included in the analysis. In addition, James, Gent, Hater & Corey (1979) suggested that if 
common method bias is indeed evident, the correlation matrix should reflect this tendency by 
consistently showing high correlations across the study variables. An examination of the 
correlation matrix in both studies shows that correlations among the variables are modest. 
Hence, the Harmon one-factor test and the modest correlations in both studies suggest that 
common method bias is not evident in the present research.  
 
Scholars have supported the use of self-reports in incivility research (e.g., Penney & 
Spector, 2005; Salin, 2001). Specifically, a study by Penney & Spector (2005) which 
compared self-reports and peer-ratings of incivility suggested that an individual’s perception 
of the amount of incivility he/she experienced may be more important than a seemingly more 
objective assessment of incivility using peer-ratings. Nonetheless, to further rule out the 
possibility of common-method variance, future studies may want to supplement single-
respondent reports with multiple sources of data by obtaining responses from employees 
reporting to the same supervisor. This will also enable researchers to examine the impact of a 
serial cyber bully at the workplace.  
 
Third, we recognize that there are other responses to acts of transgressions and that the 
repertoire of responses we examined is not exhaustive. However, as the purpose of our study 
is not to conceptually map and examine all possible reactions to workplace incivility through 
cyber communication, we have chosen to focus on individual responses that are practically 
and theoretically associated with the negative emotions of anger and frustration. However, we 
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do acknowledge that persistent experiences of cyber uncivil behaviors may evoke more 
serious negative responses. Research on emotions (e.g., Oatley & Jenkins, 1996; Weiss & 
Cropanzano, 1996) has also provided strong support suggesting that negative emotions will 
motivate individuals to respond to the negative situation in some manner or other i.e., by 
doing something. Therefore, we did not include doing nothing as an individual response in 
this study. While we acknowledge that doing nothing may be a possible response to an 
interpersonal mistreatment situation such as cyber incivility, in line with past emotions 
research, we have chosen to focus on the actions instead of the inaction of individuals       
(i.e., doing nothing) in this study. Nevertheless, future research may want to consider 
expanding the repertoire of retaliation responses examined to facilitate a better understanding 
of the ways in which people respond to cyber incivility at the workplace.  
 
Fourth, in line with affective events theory, this study examined how negative 
emotions activate negative responses in victims of cyber incivility. However, we do recognize 
that negative emotions such as anger may be positive if expressed constructively. For 
instance, studies (e.g., Barker, 2003; DeAngelis, 2003) have suggested that constructive 
outcomes of anger may ensue when individuals frame the expression of anger in terms of 
attempting to solve a problem or correct a misunderstanding, rather than as a chance to get 
even with the perpetrator. Thus, future research may want to examine the possible 
constructive impact of negative emotions in order to clarify the roles of negative emotions in 
influencing individual responses, in the aftermath of negative workplace encounters.  
 
Fifth, this study focused on retaliation responses that were directed towards the 
perpetrator of the uncivil cyber encounter. As cyber incivility may have spillover effects on 
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the organization, future studies may want to examine the impact of cyber incivility on work 
attitudes and organizational outcomes such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment 
and turnover intentions.  
 
Sixth, our study examined cyber incivility as perpetrated by persons of higher 
authority.  Since email also represents a common medium of communication among peers and 
co-workers, future research may want to focus on the impact of cyber uncivil behaviors as 
perpetrated by peers and fellow co-workers. Although extant research on workplace incivility 
explained that power plays a central role in uncivil behaviors and that a victim is much more 
likely to be of lower status than the perpetrator (Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005), 
it would be interesting to examine if cyber incivility that occurs in lateral work relationships 
elicit emotions and responses different from those that occurs in vertical relationships.  
 
5.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS  
Cyber incivility is not a trivial issue. To date, researchers have mainly focused on 
workplace incivility involving face-to-face interactions (e.g., Andersson & Pearson, 1999; 
Cortina et al., 2001; Pearson & Porath, 2005). Our study contributes to and extends the focus 
of this stream of research by introducing the construct of cyber incivility into the literature. 
Due to its inherent unique characteristics, email communications present much opportunity 
for subjective interpretation and misunderstanding. Since the use of emails pervades most 
workplaces, the potential dark side of emails i.e., its potential to fuel virtual viciousness and 
incivility, remains an issue that warrants the attention of organizational scholars and 
practitioners. The present research represents an initial step in developing a cyber incivility 
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measure as well as examining the impact of cyber incivility on interactional justice, negative 
emotions and individual responses.  
 
In doing so, the insights and evidence-based knowledge gleaned from our study 
provide useful advice and guidance for managerial action in designing effective 
organizational policies to curb cyber rudeness at the workplace. With the increased emphasis 
on technology in the way we work and communicate at the workplace, cyber incivility 
remains an issue of real concern to organizations. Thus, it behooves organizational 
researchers and practitioners to understand and manage the potential dark side of email and its 
impact on interpersonal relations in organizations. After all, it’s about time we mind our E-
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Survey On Email Behaviors 
Dear Respondents,  
 
The aim of this survey is to examine people’s work attitudes and experiences with the use of emails at the 
workplace. There is no right or wrong answer. We are interested in your opinions.  
 
At present, little research is available for researchers and practitioners to recognize how electronic modes of 
communication affect the workplace. Results of this survey will help us understand the impact of emails on 
work attitudes and experiences. Your valuable participation in this survey will significantly contribute and 
advance our understanding of the effects of emails at the workplace.  
  
As your complete responses are crucial to the final results of the survey, we would appreciate it very much if 
you could ensure that you have answered every question. Please be assured that your responses are 
anonymous and that the information you provide in this survey will be used strictly for research purposes.  
 
Your responses will contribute to our understanding of behaviors at the workplace. If you have any 




Chin Jen Yuin  
 
Associate Professor Vivien Lim 
MSc Candidate Dept of Management & Organisation 











Recent reports have suggested that the increasing use of emails has made it much easer for individuals to 
engage in rude behaviors. This is because individuals do not need to look at their targets through email 
communications, leading people to become more insensitive of their communication partners.  
 
Although it has been recognized that rudeness through email communications is on the rise, limited efforts 
have been made to examine the types of rude behaviors that may be experienced through email 
communications in particular. This is of significant importance as cyber rudeness may be different from face-
to-face rudeness. As such, we require your input with respect to what you personally consider to be 
uncivil/rude/discourteous behaviors that may be experienced through emails. You may or may not have 
experienced them before. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in your opinions.  
 
In the spaces below, please list 3-5 behaviors that may occur via emails which you personally consider to 














Based on the email behaviors which you listed in the above section as rude, we now want you to imagine 
that you have experienced the email behaviors which you listed above from a professor whom you have 
been working closely with on your individual term paper in a particular module. When doing so, do not think 
whether or not a professor would actually behave in this way, but rather think about how you would feel if 
a professor did behave in this way towards you.  
 
Below are some feelings that people might have towards the person who sent them rude emails. Using the 
scale provided, please indicate how you would feel towards the professor who displayed rude behaviors to 
you via emails. Please answer this section based on the email behaviors which you listed as 





Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. It would be very frustrating for me to experience the above  
    email behaviors from a professor.   
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I would feel frustrated if I were to be subjected to the above  
    email behaviors from a professor.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Overall, I would feel frustrated if I were to experience 
    the above email behaviors from a professor.  
 




The following statements describe some feelings you might have in response to the professor’s rude email 
behaviors towards you. Using the scale provided, please indicate how you would feel in response to the 
professor’s rude email behaviors. Please answer this section based on the email behaviors which you listed 
as uncivil/rude/discourteous in SECTION A.  
 






Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1.  Furious 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  Irritated.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  Angry.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Mad. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  Annoyed.  
 





Listed below are different ways that people might act in response to the professor’s rude email behaviors. 
Using the following scale, please indicate how you would react towards the professor. Please answer this 





Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1.   I would keep as much distance from the professor as  
      possible. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.   I would give the professor the silent treatment.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.   I would let my negative feelings disappear naturally. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.   I would wait for my anger to go away. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.   I would withdraw from the professor.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.   I would let time take care of my negative feelings. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.   I would let go of the resentment I felt towards the professor.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.   I would avoid the professor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.   I would let go of my hurt and pain. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I would confront the professor face-to-face. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. I would talk bad about the professor behind his/her back. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. I would spread rumors about the professor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I would forward the rude email the professor sent me to my 
      classmates to make the professor look bad.  
 





Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
14. I would forward the rude email the professor sent me to  
      someone higher in position than the professor to make  
      him/her look bad.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I would forward the rude email the professor sent me to my 
      family and/or friends. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. I would threaten the professor through email. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I would reply to the professor’s rude email with equally  
      rude personal comments about him/her. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. I would reply to the professor’s rude email with even ruder  
      and more nasty personal comments about him/her. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I would intentionally spread computer viruses to infect the  
      professor’s computer. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 
20. I would complain about the professor and say nasty  
      things about him/her in my personal blogs/websites. 
 




The following statements describe certain personal attitudes and traits. Please indicate your responses by 




Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1.  I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in 
     trouble. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I have never intensely disliked anyone.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good 
     fortune of others. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  I would never think of letting someone else be punished for 
     my wrong doings. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.   I sometimes feel resentful when I do not get my way. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  At times, I feel like rebelling against people in authority 
     although I know they are right.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.   I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.  When I do not know something, I do not mind admitting it at  
      all. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.   I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors from me. 
 




To enable us to interpret your responses accurately, we would appreciate it if you could provide us with the 
following information which will be kept strictly confidential. Please fill in the blanks or put a tick on the 
appropriate responses. 
 
1. Gender:                  Male                     Female     
    
2. Age: ______________                                              
 
3. Nationality: __________________ 
 
4. Faculty: _____________________   Year of Study: _________________ 
 
5. What is your current CAP score?  < 2.00   3.51-4.00 
       2.00-2.50   4.01-4.50 
       2.51-3.00   4.51-5.00 
       3.01-3.50 
 
6.  Ethnic Group:      Chinese              Eurasian           
                  Malay                  Others, pls specify: _______________ 
                                            Indian                                       
 
    
 
 
     
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 






          
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
          
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Please double-check that you have answered ALL items in each section, as your complete responses are 
crucial to the findings of this survey. Please be assured that all details provided will be kept strictly 
confidential and will be used solely for research purposes. 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance! 
 
Please use this space to express any other feelings or opinions that you may have regarding the 
use of emails between students and professors to interact on campus.  
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Survey On Email Behaviors 
 
 
Dear Respondents,  
 
The aim of this survey is to examine people’s work attitudes and experiences with the use of emails at 
the workplace. There is no right or wrong answer. We are interested in your opinions.  
 
At present, little research is available for researchers and practitioners to recognize how electronic 
modes of communication affect the workplace. Results of this survey will help us understand the impact 
of emails on work attitudes and experiences. Your valuable participation in this survey will significantly 
contribute and advance our understanding of the effects of emails at the workplace.  
  
As your complete responses are crucial to the final results of the survey, we would appreciate it very 
much if you could ensure that you have answered every question. Please be assured that your 
responses are anonymous and that the information you provide in this survey will be used strictly for 
research purposes.  
 
Your responses will contribute to our understanding of behaviors at the workplace. If you have any 
questions regarding this survey, please contact any of the researchers below. Thank you very much. 
 
 
Chin Jen Yuin  
 
Associate Professor Vivien Lim 
MSc Candidate Dept of Management & Organisation 










The following statements describe some characteristics of your immediate boss/supervisor at the 
workplace. Please circle and fill in the appropriate responses below. If you report to more than 1 boss, 
please respond based on the one whom you report directly to most frequently. As well, please have in 
mind this boss/supervisor that you have identified throughout the survey. 
 
 
1. Gender of boss/supervisor:   
  
(1) Male   (2) Female 
 
2. Ethnic Group of boss/supervisor:             
 
(1) Chinese                    (3) Indian            (5) Others, pls specify: _______________ 
 
              (2) Malay                     (4) Eurasian 
 






The following statements describe some behaviors that you might have experienced while using emails 
to communicate with your immediate boss/supervisor at the workplace. Please have in mind the 
boss/supervisor whom you described in Section A when answering this section.  
 
 
In the past 1 year, have you been in a situation where 
your immediate boss/supervisor… 
 
 
Not   
At All 
    
All The  
Time 
1.   Put you down or was condescending to you in some 
      way through email? 
                          
1 2 3 4 5 
2.   Made demeaning or derogatory remarks about you 
      through email? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.   Did not personally acknowledge receipt of your email  
     even when an acknowledgement of receipt was  
     specifically requested for? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.   Used email for discussions that would require face-to-face  
      dialogue? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.   Paid little attention to a statement made by you through 
      email or showed little interest in your opinion? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.   Used emails for time sensitive messages (e.g., cancelling 
      or scheduling a meeting on  short notice)? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.   Ignored a request (e.g., schedule a meeting) that you made 
      through email? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
  
In the past 1 year, have you been in a situation where 
your immediate boss/supervisor… 
 
 
Not   
At All 
    
All The  
Time 
8.   Sent you emails using a rude and discourteous tone? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.   Replied to your emails but didn’t answer your queries? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. Used emails to say negative things about you that he/she 
      wouldn’t say to you face-to-face? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. Used CAPS to shout at you through email? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. Said something hurtful to you through email? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. Inserted sarcastic or mean comments between paragraphs  
       in emails? 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Not replying to your email at all? 
 



















Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1.   I kept as much distance from my boss/supervisor as possible. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.   I gave my boss/supervisor the silent treatment.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.   I let my negative feelings disappear naturally. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.   I waited for my anger to go away. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.   I withdrew from my boss/supervisor.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.   I let time take care of my negative feelings. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.   I let go of the resentment I felt towards my boss/supervisor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.   I avoided my boss/supervisor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.   I let go of my hurt and pain. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I confronted my boss/supervisor face-to-face. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
The following statements describe some behaviors that you might have exhibited in response to your 
immediate boss/supervisor when he/she sent you email(s) as described in Section B. Please circle 
your responses on the scales provided. If you have not received emails of the above nature from your 
boss/supervisor at all, please respond to this section based on how you think you would probably react to 






Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
11. I talked bad about my boss/supervisor behind his/her back. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. I spread rumors about my boss/supervisor. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. I forwarded the rude email my boss/supervisor sent me to  
      coworkers to make my boss/supervisor look bad.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. I forwarded the rude email my boss/supervisor sent me to  
      someone higher in position than my boss/supervisor to make  
      him/her look bad.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. I forwarded the rude email my boss/supervisor sent me to my 
      family and/or friends. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. I threatened my boss/supervisor through email. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
17. I replied to my boss/supervisor’s rude email with equally  
      rude personal comments about him/her. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
18. I replied to my boss/supervisor’s rude email with even ruder  
      and more nasty personal comments about him/her. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. I intentionally spread computer viruses to infect my  
      boss/supervisor’s computer. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 
20. I complained about my boss/supervisor and said nasty  
      things about him/her in my personal blogs/websites. 
 






The following describe some feelings that you might have in response to your immediate 
boss/supervisor when he/she sent you email(s) as described in Section B. Please indicate how 
you felt when you experienced emails of the above nature from your boss/supervisor. If you have not 
received emails of the above nature from your boss/supervisor at all, please respond to this section 
based on how you think you would feel if your boss/supervisor were to send you such emails in the 







Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1. It was very frustrating when I experienced the above email  
    behaviors from my boss/supervisor.   
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. I felt frustrated when I was subjected to the above email  
    behaviors from my boss/supervisor.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Overall, I felt frustrated when experiencing the above  
    email behaviors from my boss/supervisor.  
 






The following statements relate to some feelings that you might have in response to your immediate 
boss/supervisor when he/she sent you email(s) as described in Section B. Using the scale 
provided, please indicate how you felt when you experienced emails of the above nature from your 
boss/supervisor. If you have not received emails of the above nature from your boss/supervisor at all, 
please respond to this section based on how you think you would feel if your boss/supervisor were to 
send you such emails in the future.   
 
 
Experiencing the above email behaviors from my 









1 2 3 4 5 
2. Irritated 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Angry 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  Mad 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.  Annoyed 
 






The following statements seek to understand how your immediate boss/supervisor interacts with you 
in general. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statements by circling on  
the scales provided. 
 
 
















1. Considers my viewpoint. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Is able to suppress personal biases. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Provides me with timely feedback about decisions and their  
    implications. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Treats me with kindness and consideration. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Shows concern for my rights as an employee. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Takes steps to deal with me in a truthful manner. 
 
















Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
Agree 
 
1.  I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in 
     trouble. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
2.  I have never intensely disliked anyone.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
3.  There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good 
     fortune of others. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
4.  I would never think of letting someone else be punished for 
     my wrong doings. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
5.   I sometimes feel resentful when I do not get my way. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
6.  At times, I feel like rebelling against people in authority 
     although I know they are right.  
 
1 2 3 4 5 
7.   I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
8.  When I do not know something, I do not mind admitting it at  
      all. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
9.   I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors from me. 
 






1. Gender:             Male           Female    
    
2. Tenure in present job: ________years ________months      
 
3. Total work experience: ________years ________months    
 
4. Marital Status:   Married       Not Married 
 
5. Age:        ______________________        
           
6. Job Title: ______________________    
 
 
To enable us to interpret your responses accurately, we would appreciate it if you could provide us with the 
following information which will be kept strictly confidential. Please fill in the blanks or put a tick on the 
appropriate responses. 
The following statements describe certain personal attitudes and traits. Please indicate your responses by 
circling on the scales provided.    
  
7. Ethnic Group:      
     Chinese              Eurasian           
        Malay              Others, pls specify: _______________ 
        Indian                                       
                             
8. Highest Education Attained:  
 
      Primary School   Polytechnic   
      Secondary School  Tertiary/University   
                           Pre-U/Junior College    Others, pls specify: _________________  
             
9. Please indicate the industry that your company is in:    
 
 Manufacturing   Construction   Information Technology                      
 Finance    Service   Others, pls specify: _________________ 
 Transport    Education   
 
10. Monthly Income: 
 
      Below $2001   $4001 to $6000  $8001 to $10000 





        
______________________________________________________________________________________          
         
______________________________________________________________________________________        
         
______________________________________________________________________________________          
         
______________________________________________________________________________________        
         
______________________________________________________________________________________          
         
______________________________________________________________________________________        
         
______________________________________________________________________________________          
          
Please double-check that you have answered ALL items in each section, as your complete responses are crucial 
to the findings of this survey. Please be assured that all details provided will be kept strictly confidential and will 
be used solely for research purposes. 
 
Thank you very much for your assistance! 
 
Please use this space to express any other feelings or opinions that you may have regarding 
the use of electronic medium of communication (e.g., emails) at the workplace. 
